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ATLANTIC TUNA CONVENTION
AUTHORIZATION AND OVERSIGHT

THURSDAY, MARCH 6, 1980

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHER-
IES AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION AND THE ENVIRON-
MENT, COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHER-
IES,

Washington, D.C.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 11:10 a.m. in room

1334 Longworth House Office Building, Hon. John B. Breaux
(chairman) presiding.

Present: Representatives Breaux (presiding), Studds, Oberstar,
Forsythe, Evans, and Carney.

Staff present: G. Wayne Smith, Theodore Kronmiller, Ned Ever-
ett, George Mannina, and Geraldine Fitzgerald.
Mr. BREAUX. The subcommittee will please be in order.
This morning the Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife Con-

servation and the Environment will receive testimony on H.R.
6310, a bill to authorize appropriations for the Atlantic Tuna Con-
vention Act for the fiscal years 1981, 1982, and 1983. The act
implements the International Convention for the Conservation of
Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT).
I strongly support the utilization of international measures to

conserve and manage tuna. Unilateral management is inherently
inadequate to deal effectively with these species that migrate
through the jurisdictions of many nations and into the seas beyond.
Therefore, if in any given case, international measures are not
entirely satisfactory, they should be improved, not abandoned in
favor of a unilateral approach.
I view very seriously the fact that tuna fishing by the Japanese

long-line fleets in the U.S. 200-mile zone has resulted in an unac-
ceptable mortality of billfish. International measures would be
useful, but we have the legal ability to deal with that problem
through fishery management plans, and I am pleased that progress
is being achieved in their development. Until they are completed,
the Japanese tuna fleets would be well advised to reduce voluntar-

- ily their impact on billfish. While I would not pretend that failure
by Japan to cooperate with the United States in this manner would
result in a reversal of the U.S. juridical position on tuna, I would
think that allocations to Japan of surplus fish that are subject to
U.S. jurisdiction might be affected.
I support the reauthorization of the Atlantic Tunas Convention

Act. However, I expect that if deficiencies exist in Atlantic tuna
conservation measures, the administration will make every effort
to achieve the needed improvements. Likewise, I anticipate that

(1)
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the billfish issue will be settled satisfactorily through the coopera-
tive work of the Councils, the National Marine Fisheries Service
and the Department of State and, until that is accomplished, I
advise the Japanese to play a constructive role on a voluntary
basis.
[The bill and report follows:]

ISO
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96TH CONGRESS
2D SESSION H. R. 6310

To authorize appropriations for fiscal years 1981, 1982, and 1983 to carry out
the Atlantic Tunas Convention Act of 1975.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JANUARY 28, 1980
Mr. MURPHY of New York (for himself, Mr. BREAUX, and Mr. FORSYTHE)

introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries

A BILL
To authorize appropriations for fiscal years 1981, 1982, and

1983 to carry out the Atlantic Tunas Convention Act of
1975.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That section 10 of the Atlantic Tunas Convention Act of

4 1975 (16 U.S.C. 971h) is amended by striking out "and

5 1980" and inserting in lieu thereof "1980, 1981, 1982, and

6 1983".



4

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., March 20, 1980.

Hon. JOHN M. MURPHY,
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries,
House of Representatives.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your letter of January 30 requesting

the views of the Department of State on H.R. 6301, a bill to authorize appropri-
ations for fiscal years 1981, 1982, and 1983 to carry out the Atlantic Tunas Conven-
tion Act of 1975.
The Department of State is in favor of the proposed legislation. Without it, the

United States would be unable to fulfill its treaty obligations as a member of the
International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT). The
treaty establishing the ICCAT sets forth a formula for determining annual contribu-
tions to be paid by each member country. These contributions pay for the work of
the Commission, which is aimed at the conservation and management of Atlantic
tuna resources. To fail to pay our membership dues would mean the loss of voting
privileges and, for all practical purposes, the end of U.S. participation in the ICCAT.
In the view of the Department of State, it is in the U.S. interest to continue our
participation in the ICCAT, since we fully support the purposes and goals of the
Commission.
The Department suggests that the Committee consider amending its bill so that

there is no time limit on the duration of authority to appropriate money under
Section 10. Such action would put the ICCAT legislation on the same footing as
virtually all other legislation implementing international agreements involving fish-
eries and other marine resources. An amendment along these lines would not, of
course, obviate the need to seek annual appropriations, but would serve to simplify
and regularize our work in this area.
United States contribution for fiscal year 1980 was 69,600 dollars, and for fiscal

year 1981 the Department is seeking an appropriation of 82,300 dollars. We estimate
that the U.S. contribution for fiscal year 1982 will be between 80,000 and 85,000
dollars, and for fiscal year 1983 will be between 95,000 and 100,000 dollars.
The Office of Management and Budget advises that from the standpoint of the

Administration's program there is no objection to the submission of this report.
Sincerely,

J. BRIAN ATWOOD,
Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations.

Mr. BREAUX. With that, we would like to begin our hearing.
We will change the witness order that is published and take Mr.

Christopher Weld, who is Executive Director of the National Coali-
tion for Marine Conservation, Inc., as the first witness. The reason
we are doing that is because so many times in committee hearings
we hear the Department tell us how things are working and then
we hear witnesses' complaints.
I would like to give Mr. Weld, who points out some problems in

his review, an opportunity to state those problems and then I
would ask the Department witnesses, who will follow, to address
his concerns as best they can. And then again if he would like to
make some comments following their testimony, we can make
room for that, perhaps, if we have the time, in which case we
probably would want the Department to answer any rebuttal.
Mr. Weld, we have your testimony and we welcome your presen-

tation of it.
[The following was received for the record:]

STATEMENT OF CHRISTOPHER M. WELD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE NATIONAL
COALITION FOR MARINE CONSERVATION

Mr Chairman, my name is Christopher M. Weld, Executive Director of the Na-
tional Coalition for Marine Conservation, an organization of concerned fishermen
and conservationists with members in all the coastal states, including Hawaii, and
in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.
The sudden, rapid and alarming depletion of Atlantic Bluefin Tuna populations

signaled by the collapse of the fisheries in Norway, Germany and Portugal in the

l•

•
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early 1970's was the catalytic event that led to the founding of the National
Coalition. The Colition participated in drafting the Atlantic Tunas Convention Act
of 1975 and lobbied hard for its adoption. Its members have served and continue to
serve on the Advisory Committee established pursuant to the Act, and Coalition
President Frank E. Carlton has served as one of three United States Commissioners
to the International Commission since 1975.

It is our belief that the International Convention for the Conservation of Atlantic
Tunas (ICCAT) has failed to stop member nations from continuing to overexploit
Atlantic Bluefin Tuna populations on both sides of the Atlantic Ocean. Moreover,
ICCAT is powerless to prevent nations which are not signatories to the Convention
from entering the fishery. Among those nations likely to do so are Costa Rica,
Taiwan and South Korea.
Moreover, we believe that in the foreseeable future ICCAT is likely to take

meaningful action to prevent continued depletion of tuna stocks. France and Spain
and the so-called Francophone nations of Africa's West Coast, including Senegal and
the Ivory Coast, have over the years evinced a disinclination to limit the removals
of tunas from major eastern Atlantic fisheries. In the Mediterranean, Italy has
annually taken huge catches of giant bluefins for sale to Japanese buyers, while the
Japanese have concentrated their fishing efforts upon small bluefin tunas in the
Western Atlantic and giant bluefins in the Gulf spawing grounds, mostly within the
U.S. 200-mile limit.
A growing number of experts subscribe to the theory that stocks in the Western

Atlantic are separate from stocks in the Eastern Atlantic and that, although there
is a degree of intermixing evidenced by the occasional return of U.S. tags from fish
caught in the Eastern Atlantic, such intermixing is irregular and relatively insig-
nificant. The western stock, they believe, is sufficiently discreet to be treated as a
single, separate management unit.
In discussing bluefin tunas it should be kept in mind that there are in fact three

separate fisheries in the Western Atlantic. The small fish, being juveniles to age 5
fish support one fishery. They are supposedly protected by ICCAT recommendations
until they reach age 2 (14 pounds). The medium size fish (age 6-8) which are
protected under U.S. regulations are fished for by the Japanese, and the "giant"
fish age 9 and up are fished for by both U.S. and Japanese fishermen.

Depletion of the species is most noticeable among the giant bluefins. Where once
these fish thronged the Florida straights in the spring and appeared in huge schools
in Massachusetts Bay and the Gulf of Maine in the summer, they now appear in
ever decreasing numbers. Bluefins become spawners at about age 5 and live to be as
old as 25 or 30, during which time they become increasingly prolific. The object of
the U.S. conservation program in the fishery conservation zone is to increase the
standing stock of spawners by protecting the small and middle sized fish while
allowing a controlled harvest of the giants. To this end, since the adoption of the
Atlantic Tunas Convention Act, there has been an absolute moratorium on catching
fish between 115 and 300 pounds and a strictly controlled catch of fish smaller than
115 pounds and larger than 300 pounds. Protecting the large class of fish spawned
in 1973 was a key element of this program.
Because of the exemption of so-called highly migratory species (meaning tunas)

provided by Section 103 of the Fishery Conservation and Management Act, foreign
vessels fishing for tunas inside the 200-mile limit are not subject to U.S. regulation.
Taking full advantage of this, the Japanese fishing industry has since 1975 deployed
a large number of longline fishing vessels in the Gulf and Western Atlantic. Accord-
ing to the National Marine Fisheries Service, the catch of giant fish in the Gulf of
Mexico, mostly within the 200-mile limit was:

1975  6,381
1976 10,077
1977  9,800
1978  8,500
1979  6,000

These figures relate solely to giant tunas taken in the Gulf of Mexico, but in this
context the word "giant" must be used loosely because longline gear cannot dis-
criminate between small, medium and giant fish; whereas purse seine gear used by
U.S. fishermen is only set on schools carefully chosen to conform to regulations.
Note also that these figures do not include very large catches of small fish in the
Western Atlantic from Cape Cod to Cape Hatteras.
Today the foreign tuna fishery is the only major unregulated fishery now operat-

ing inside the 200-mile limit. Moreover, the Japanese longline tuna fishery, which
accounts for most of the foreign fishery effort on tunas, has acted as a counter force
to the U.S. conservation strategy. Because the 1973 year class fish were the most
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prolific in the small fish fishery in the years 1974-78, the longliners caught huge
numbers of them in the Western Atlantic, thereby negating the conservation strat-
egy of protecting the "'73's" until they grew to spawning age. In the Gulf of Mexico
the large Japanese catches of medium and giant fish, which amounted to three
times the U.S. catch of giant fish, effectively cancelled any benefits realizable as a
result of the restraint imposed upon U.S. fishermen. U.S. fishermen were in effect
forced to forego larger catches in order to enhance the Japanese catch.
Hugh bi-catches of swordfish, sailfish, marlins, sharks, dolphins, wahoo and other

pelagic species is another result of permitting longline fishing for tunas in the
Fishery Conservation Zone. Foreign fishing for swordfish and marlin is forbidden by
management plans produced pursuant to the Fishery Conservation and Manage-
ment Act but enforcing this prohibition is made difficult by Section 103. Although
foreign vessels are required to discard swordfish, sharks and marlins caught by
longlines, observers aboard the vessels estimate that about 68 percent of the fish
released are dead, and since observer coverage is scanty, there is ample opportunity
for cheating.
As a result of oversight hearings held by this Committee, the Regional Councils

will try to ameliorate the bi-catch problem through the use of closed areas coincid-
ing with the annual migration of marlins and swordfish; however, stiff opposition
from the State Department to the establishment of such area closures is anticipated,
and the Coast Guard is expected to demonstrate little enthusiasm for enforcing
them.

Bluefish tuna meat fetches a very high price in the Japanese market. Thus, the
fish taken in the FCZ by Japanese fisherman represent a lost opportunity for
American fishermen to cash in on a valuable export market. The market value of
tunas taken under the 200-mile limit by Japanese vessels has been estimated as
being upwards of $20,000,000, and given the foreign trade deficit for fisheries prod-
ucts ($2.2 billion in 1978) it is unreasonable to perpetuate the status quo.
In summary, Mr. Chairman, it is the position of this organization that ICCAT's

regulatory regime is ineffective with respect to the conservation of Atlantic bluefin
tuna. Without control over fishery effort, no conservation strategy can succeed.
Tunas in the Western Atlantic constitute an appropriate management unit which
could be effectively managed by the U.S. in cooperation, perhaps, with Canada,
Mexico and the Bahamas. On the other hand, to continue to exempt tuna fishing
from U.S. fishery jurisdiction is to underwrite the continued depletion of tuna
stocks and forego a valuable export market which would have a favorable impact on
our balance of payments.

Therefore, we recommend that this committee endorse and support H.R. 4357
which would redefine the term "highly migratory species" to exclude Atlantic
Bluefin Tunas. However, we also support H.R. 6310 on the grounds that the scientif-
ic research stimulated and coordinated by ICCAT is extremely valuable; moreover,
the effort to encourage conservation of tunas in the high seas beyond the 200-mile
limit is worthwhile and should be continued.
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STATEMENT OF CHRISTOPHER WELD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
NATIONAL COALITION FOR MARINE CONSERVATION, INC.

Mr. WELD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The National Coalition for Marine Conservation is a nonprofit

organization with members in all but one or two of the coastal
States and most of the interior States. The members are mostly
recreational fishermen, although we have commercial fishermen
and a large number of conservationists as members also. The coali-
tion has supported ICCAT since the Atlantic Tunas Convention Act
of 1975 was adopted. In fact, our president, Frank E. Carlton, has
been one of three American commissioners since 1975, and a
number of our members have served on the advisory board. So we
are familiar with the operation of the convention and new ICCAT
commissioner.
ICCAT covers a number of tuna species, as you know, but Ameri-

can recreational fishermen are principally concerned with bluefin
tunas.
I have here a number of charts. I do not know if you can see

them, but every one of them shows a peak and then a very sharp
down curve. These charts represent the various bluefin tuna popu-
lations in the Atlantic Ocean. This top chart is the--
Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Weld, would you identify the source of the

chart for the record?
Mr. WELD. These charts were provided in a paper provided at

Woods Hole Institute, and have been used in a number of papers
presented by the National Marine Fisheries Service to the scientif-
ic committee of ICCAT. They are dramatic in that they all point to
a complete collapse in the catches of bluefin of all sizes, both in the
Eastern Atlantic and the Western Atlantic. I think it is only fair to
point out that this collapse has occured during the time that
ICCAT was purportedly managing the bluefin tuna. In fact, ICCAT,
as a management authority, is not effective. It can only recom-
mend. It cannot regulate, and even if it could regulate, it has no
enforcement power.
During the period that ICCAT was supposedly controlling its

membership and reducing the harvest of bluefin tuna, Japanese
longliners entered the U.S. 200-mile limit, principally in the Gulf
but also in the Western Atlantic, and took huge catches of tuna.
The result of these catches was to completely stymie and negate
U.S. efforts to manage fisheries in the same area.
In fact, the Japanese longline fishery and other foreign fisheries

for bluefin tunas in the 200-mile limit, are the only uncontrolled
fishing allowed in the FCZ. To give you an idea of what these long-
line catches amount to, the number of giant fish caught in the
Gulf, was 6,381 in 1975; 10,077 in 1976; 9,800 in 1977; 8,500 in 1978;
and 6,000 or so in 1979.
By comparison, U.S. fishermen of all kinds, that is sports fisher-

men and commercial boats, caught 2,200 to 2,300 fish in the middle
seventies, and this number was allowed to increase to about 3,000
plus in 1979. The whole U.S. conservation strategy is based on
protecting small and medium fish, trying to restrain fishing efforts
on small- or medium-sized fish so that they will grow to be spawn-
ers.
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In 1973, we were fortunate to have a strong year class spawned
and this became the keystone, the 1973 year class became the
keystone, of U.S. management policy, and our commercial seiners
were tremendous in their cooperation in laying off these fish and
allowing them to grow from year to year.

Unfortunately, the difference between longlining and seining is
that longlines are indiscriminate and will catch whatever fish are
in the waters. Since there were more in 1973, than anything else,
the Japanese catch of 1973 year class fish was tremendous from
year to year and completely obliterated whatever gains were ac-
complished by the U.S. commercial fishermen.
What has happened, in effect, is American fishermen have fore-

gone catch and profits in order to feed the Japanese fishery.
It is important to note that an increasing number of scientists

are beginning to accept as a fact that there are discreet stocks of
tunas in the Eastern and Western Atlantic. There is, to be sure,
some intermixing between these stocks; however, this is thought to
be irregular and insignificant.
Studies are ongoing that will tend to show how discreet these

stocks really are, but Frank J. Mather III, of Woods Hole Institute,
who has devoted his entire career to the study of these fish, has
stated that these stocks are sufficiently discreet to constitute an
appropriate management unit. This body of fish in the Western
Atlantic, for the most part, migrates within the fishery conserva-
tion zone. At the northern end of their migration some of the fish
are in Canadian waters and some portion of the stock is probably
outside of the fishery conservation zone at the southern-most point
of the migration. Of those fish that are outside the fishery conser-
vation zone of the southern-most point of their migration many are
probably in Mexican waters.

It would be possible, therefore, by agreement with Canada,
Mexico, the Bahamas, and possibly Cuba to cover the entire range
of this western stock and it would be appropriate to consider doing
so as a second step after—after extending U.S. jurisdiction to in-
clude tunas inside the fishery conservation zone.
One of the things that bothers recreational fishermen more than

anything else, aside from the depletion of these stocks, is the
bicatch problem. As I said earlier, longlines are absolutely indis-
criminate. You hang a lot of baited hooks over 70 or 80 miles and
whatever takes the bait gets caught. Now, a lot of other apex
preditors are in the same waters as bluefin tunas. So these long-
lines catche large numbers of swordfish, blue marlins, white mar-
lins, sailfish, wahoo, dolphin, and other fish, some of which are
significant commercial species, like the swordfish, and all of which
are extremely significant as species which support a huge recre-
ational fishing industry in the Gulf and on the east coast. These
catches, to some extent, have been ameliorated by regulations pro-
mulgated pursuant to fishery management plans, issued by the
regional councils.
Under these plans, the longline fishermen are required to dis-

card billfish and other species caught on long-lines. Unfortunately,
however, observers on the longliners tell us that about 68 percent
of the fish so discarded are discarded dead. This constitutes not

66-489 0-80--2
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only a waste of fish but a loss of opportunity to the U.S. recreation-
al fishermen.
I think, in closing, the thought I would like to leave you with is

that without jurisdiction over these fish, there can be no conserva-
tion of them. I think the record of ICCAT on this account is quite
clear. This is not to say that ICCAT has not been a very useful and
desirable organization because it has been. ICCAT has probably
stimulated a great deal of scientific activity and has enhanced our
knowledge about the various tuna species and our ability to
manage them.
But it is not a management organization and it will not become

one in the immediate future because there are too many members
of ICCAT who have no interest in conserving tuna stocks, and they
made that quite plain by their activity over the years.
Therefore, on behalf of the National Coalition for Marine Conser-

vation, I would like to go on record as being strongly in support of
H.R. 4357 which would have the effect of bringing bluefin tunas
under the U.S. fisheries jurisdiction. At the same time, we support
H.R. 6310, the ICCAT reauthorization bill. We do not believe that
these positions are inconsistent. We believe that we can exercise
jurisdiction over bluefins and still be consistent with the letter and
spirit of ICCAT and with the provisions of the negotiating text of
the Law of the Seas Treaty.
I think I would like to stop there and would welcome any ques-

tions that the members of the committee might have.
Mr. BREAUX. Thank you, Mr. Weld, for your presentation.
I think it would be a good time for us to go and catch that

recorded quorum and then return and begin questioning at that
time.
The subcommittee will be in recess for 3 or 4 minutes.
[Short recess.]
Mr. BREAUX. The subcommittee will please come to order.
We had completed receiving the testimony from Mr. Weld and

we will proceed with questions at this time.
I get the gist, Mr. Weld, that your concern with ICCAT, the

Atlantic Tuna Convention, falls into two basic areas, No. 1, it is not
dealing with the billfish problem as well as you would like and, No.
2, you see a continuing depletion of the Atlantic bluefin tuna,
despite ICCAT.
With regard to the billfish, I have worked extensively with the

Gulf Council, and also with the Department of Commerce and
State Department. I think the end result is pretty clear. We have
an opinion from the National Marine Fisheries Service, in a letter
to the chairman of the South Atlantic Management Council in
which Mr. Bill Gordon states:
I can assure you that without substantial alteration of the basic principle underly-

ing the FCMA, inclusion of tuna would add little to our ability to manage billfish.

I also have a legal memorandum from the Department of Com-
merce which basically says that the councils can, in fact, take
actions necessary in the zone to protect billfish. The management
plans, most notably of the Gulf Council and South Atlantic Council
may close areas of the zone during a certain period of time to
protect billfish.
Now, are you of the opinion that that is not enough?
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Mr. WELD. Yes, sir. I serve on the New England Fishery Manage-
ment Council, and I am a member of the Inter Council Billfish
Committee so I am familiar with the billfish plan. In the present
draft billfish plan, there is a regulation that will close longlining
along the Gulf for periods that coincide with billfish in those areas.
To what extent this closure will be allowed to stand at this time is
not clear.
The draft plan was the subject of some pretty fierce criticism by

NOAA counsel, and it gave the impression that that would be
resistance from the State Department and NOAA--
Mr. BREAUX. Let us assume for the moment that the plan is

approved.
Mr. WELD. Assuming that the plan was approved, there is no

question about it that the long-line billfish catch could be substan-
tially reduced.
Mr. BREAUX. Regarding the Atlantic tuna, what percentage of

Atlantic bluefin tuna are caught within our 200-mile zone?
My information is about 15 percent. Do you agree with that?
Mr. WELD. It depends on what you are measuring. Is it 15 per-

cent of the entire Atlantic catch or are we, in fact, dealing with a
western catch in which case it is a much higher catch.
Mr. BREAUX. I am not sure that if the 15 percent were included

in the unilateral management process, we would really get to the
problem. If it is 85 percent outside, we still would not be able to
touch the 85 percent.
Mr. WELD. Mr. Chairman, there is a discreet western stock, we

can effectively manage it as a discreet stock. If, in fact, we have a
single stock, then we can manage that part of the stock that is
within our zone, and by working with ICCAT we could continue to
do whatever can be done through the mechanism of ICCAT, with
respect to that other 85 percent that are mostly caught from the
Eastern Atlantic stocks.
However, I would suggest to you, sir, that the Japanese are

fishing for these fish where they are fishing for them for very good
reason. This is where they concentrate to spawn and where they
are most vulnerable to the Japanese gear. It is probably also the
most economical for the Japanese to fish in terms of fuel expendi-
ture and other costs. The Japanese are, as we know, probably the
world's best fishermen, and they have the economics of their fish-
ing figured out to the last nickel. I submit to you, Mr. Chairman,
they would not be fishing where they were if it was not their first
choice. I submit to you if this is their first choice, their second
choice is probably an area where they cannot catch as many fish.

Therefore, to push them out of this area is to reduce their catch
and perhaps as far as the western stocks are concerned to reduce
their catch very substantially.
Mr. BREAUX. I will go ahead and recognize Mr. Studds now.
Mr. STUDDS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chris, since the spokesmen for the administration will follow

you, let me just give you a chance to comment on some of the
contentions to be made when they do testify.
Testimony of Mr. Busby of the Department of State includes the

following: 'We have no reason to believe that there has been
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overfishing of bluefin tuna, according to the agreed conservation
measures, by other ICCAT members."
Mr. WELD. Again, if we are talking about the entire Atlantic, No.

1, you have got to remember there are a lot of fishing nations who
are not members of ICCAT. No. 2, the continuing depletion of the
stocks indicates that total removals are excessive.
The single biggest catch of all is taken in the Mediterranean by

Italy for sale to the Japanese market. The Italians in effect are
operating a contract fishery. I believe that the Italian catch is
something in the order of 8,000 or 9,000 metric tons which is a
tremendous amount. This, by itself, might, in the judgment of some
people, constitute overfishing.
In addition there has been a problem with some of the African

nations taking very small fish. These are either member nations of
ICCAT who could not control their fishery or they are nonmember
nations who don't have to account to ICCAT for their fishing
activities.
The reporting in some of the member nations is highly doubtful.

It is not at all clear that some of these members really know the
extent of their catch.
So with the best intention in the world, they might not be

complying with the recommendation. Moreover, the ICCAT recom-
mendations themselves are worded with almost delphic ambigu-
ity—so they are really subject to a broad range of interpretation as
to whether practices are consistent or not and whether overfishing
is or is not involved.
Mr. STUDDS. Most of my questions obviously will be for the

spokesmen for the administration.
Let me just ask. The spokesman for the National Marine Fisher-

ies is going to say: "NMFS is reviewing bluefin tuna regulations to
determine if changes are necessary to eliminate problems of over-
fishing."
Presumably, if there are such changes, we will reduce the U.S.

catch and not Japanese or anybody else, is that right?
Mr. WELD. Yes, sir.
Mr. STUDDS. SO, to the extent that the Japanese overfish, we

loyally compensate for that by reducing the U.S. catch?
Mr. WELD. That certainly has been the history to date.
Mr. STUDDS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. BREAUX. The Chair will announce that we will go ahead and

recess now. We will come back at 2 p.m., and see if we can finish
up at that time.
Mr. Weld, if you would like, we would invite you to stay because

when others give their testimony, there may be some interaction.
The subcommittee will be in recess until 2 p.m.
[Whereupon, at 12:03 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon-

vene at 2 p.m., the same day.]

AFTERNOON SESSION

Mr. BREAUX. We'll please be in order.
This afternoon the subcommittee would like to welcome as our

first witness—we'll take them as a panel, Mr. Morris Busby, De-
partment of State, and Mr. Carmen Blondin, Director of Office of
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International Fisheries Affairs for the National Marine Fisheries
Service.
Mr. Busby is our Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for Oceans

and Fisheries Affairs with the Department of State.
Gentlemen, welcome you both, and we're pleased to receive your

testimony.

STATEMENTS OF MORRIS D. BUSBY, ACTING DEPUTY ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY FOR OCEANS AND FISHERIES AFFAIRS, DE-
PARTMENT OF STATE; AND CARMEN BLONDIN, DIRECTOR,
OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL FISHERIES AFFAIRS, NATIONAL
MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Mr. BUSBY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, I've submitted a statement for the record. With

your permission, I'll simply summarize the one or two points--
Mr. BREAUX. That will be fine. Without objection, the statement

will be made part of the record.
Mr. BUSBY. Mr. Chairman, I'm appearing here today to support

H.R. 6310. The Department supports the proposed legislation and
believes that it is necessary if the United States is to fulfill its
treaty obligations as a member of ICCAT.
To do otherwise or to fail to pay our membership dues would

mean the loss of voting privileges, and for all practical purposes,
the end of U.S. participation in ICCAT, an organization which, as
you know, we were instrumental in forming.
One suggestion which I would offer, Mr. Chairman, is that the

subcommittee consider amending the bill so that there is no time
limit on the authority to appropriate money under the Atlantic
Tuna Conventions Act.
This would put the ICCAT legislation on the same footing as

virtually all other legislation implementing international agree-
ments involving fisheries and other marine resources.
I would point out that an amendment along these lines would

not obviate the need to seek annual appropriations or diminish the
desirability of having regular oversight hearings on ICCAT. Should
the United States ever desire to withdraw from ICCAT, that option
is still available to us, although we in the Department can't see
that occurring in the near future.
Mr. Chairman, that summarizes my statement. Would you like

for Mr. Blondin to go ahead and give his statement?
Mr. BREAUX. Yes, I think we'll get both statements before the

subcommittee, and then we'll proceed with questions.
Mr. Blondin, please?
Mr. BLONDIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Perhaps I, too, could summarize, if that's possible.
Mr. BREAUX. Go ahead, please.
Mr. BLONDIN. Well, thank you. Whatever you wish, Mr. Chair-

man.
First of all, the Department of Commerce also is in full support

of H.R. 6310 extending the authority of the legislation, which is
necessary in order to carry out the responsibilities under the Inter-
national Convention for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas.
Mr. Chairman, ICCAT, which is relatively new having been es-

tablished in 1969 and presently having 19 participating countries is
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in our view, beginning to operate fully as an international organi-

zation with management responsibilities.
While it is true that during the initial years, the responsibilities

seemed to involve the collection of information, ICCAT has indeed
gone beyond that point; and as is provided in the statement, has
regulations in place for three species of tunas. Yellowfin is a very
important species for American fishermen. This is a species that is
largely sought after by fishermen from southern California. When
the tropical tuna fishery in the Pacific is closed, they fish in the
areas off Africa and other areas throughout the Atlantic.
In addition, there are regulations involving bluefin, and as

you've heard from Mr. Weld earlier today, this is a fishery of prime
importance, not only to commercial fishermen, but to recreational
fishermen as well.
The regulatory measures that have been instituted for bluefin

tuna were begun in 1974. I think it's fair to say we are now
beginning to see the results of those regulatory measures, and they
appear to be providing some improvement of the fisheries.
Mr. Chairman, I think I can conclude by saying that we strongly

urge continued congressional support for this international organi-
zation, and for the legislative authority which is necessary for full
U.S. participation at ICCAT.
Thank you.
Mr. BREAUX. Gentlemen, thank you for your summaries of your

testimony.
[The written statements referred to follow:]

STATEMENT BY MORRIS D. BUSBY, ACTING DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE
FOR OCEANS AND FISHERIES AFFAIRS

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to be here today to discuss H.R. 6310 with you and
members of the Subcommittee. This legislation would authorize appropriations for
fiscal years 1981, 1982, and 1983 to carry out the Atlantic Tunas Convention Act of
1975.
The Department of State supports the proposed legislation, which is necessary if

the United States is to fulfill its treaty obligations as a member of the International
Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic tunas (ICCAT). Each member country
must make an annual contribution to pay for the work of the Commission, which is
aimed at the conservation and management of Atlantic tuna and tuna-like re-
sources. To fail to pay our membership dues would mean the loss of voting privi-
leges and, for all practical purposes, the end of US participation in ICCAT, an
organization which the United States was instrumental in creating.
The ICCAT presently has 19 member nations: Angola, Benin, Brazil, Canada,

Cape Verde, Cuba, France, Gabon, Ghana, Ivory Coast, Japan, Korea, Morocco,
Portugal, Senegal, South Africa, Spain, and the Soviet Union, and the United
States. The purpose of the ICCAT, which has been in existence since 1969, is to
study and manage the stocks of tuna and tuna-like fish in the Atlantic Ocean.
The ICCAT has taken regulatory action with respect to three species of Atlantic

tunas. Since 1972 the Commission has had in effect a ban on the taking and landing
of yellowfin tuna weighing less than 3.2 kilograms. In 1979 the Commission passed a
resolution for bigeye tuna which is similar to that for yellowfin, calling for meas-
ures to prohibit the taking and landing of bigeye tuna weighing less than 3.2
kilograms until 1983. In 1974 the Commission adopted for bluefin tuna a 6.4 kilo-
gram minimum size regulation and a limit on fishing mortality to recent levels for a
period of one year. Both of these regulations have been retained every year since
adoption and were recently extended until August of 1982.
In the interpretation of the limit of fishing mortality to recent levels, member

nations have been left free to choose whether to limit catch or effort. In response to
this measure, the United States, through the National Marine Fisheries Service, has
put into effect important conservation measures for U.S. fishermen. Other nations
have implemented the ICCAT recommendation through a variety of means, and we
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have no reason to believe that there has been overfishing of bluefin tuna, according
to the agreed conservation measures, by other ICCAT members.
The Department suggests that the Subcommittee consider amending its bill so

that there is no time limit on the duration of authority to appropriate money under
the Atlantic Tunas Conventions Act. Such action would put the ICCAT legislation
on the same footing as virtually all other legislation implementing international
agreements involving fisheries and other marine resources.
An amendment along these lines would not, of course, obviate the need to seek

annual appropriations or diminish the desirability of having regular oversight hear-
ings on matters involving the ICCAT. Such an amendment would, however, serve to
simplify and regularize our work in this area. Should the United States ever decide
to withdraw from the ICCAT, that option is, of course, available to us under the
treaty. The Department of State, however, cannot foresee the day when this would
occur. Participation in the ICCAT is supportive of our fisheries law and our policy
on tuna conservation and management. The U.S. tuna industry benefits from our
participation in ICCAT and is a firm supporter of the Commission. It is in our long-
term interest to belong to the ICCAT and participate in its work and it appears
highly unlikely that this situation will change in the foreseeable future.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would be pleased to try to answer any questions

which you and members of the Subcommittee might have.

STATEMENT OF CARMEN J. BLONDIN, NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE, NATIONAL
OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: The statement I wish to make
today is in full support of the bill under consideration, H.R. 6310, to extend appro-
priation authority in the legislation implementing the International Convention for
the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas. This treaty established the International Com-
mission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT) which is the international
organization with key responsibilities for the management and conservation of
Atlantic tunas. Since its inception in 1969, ICCAT has effectively refined its role in
obtaining and coordinating the information necessary for maintaining stocks of
Atlantic tuna and tuna-like fish. In addition, ICCAT has become involved in the
joint formulation of regulatory proposals for submission to the Parties to the
Convention.
The Commission has more than doubled its membership from the original seven

countries which ratified the Convention in 1969. The 19 countries which are cur-
rently members include the United States, Angola, Benin, Brazil, Canada, Cape
Verde, Cuba, France, Gabon, Ghana, Ivory Coast, Japan. Korea, Morocco, Portugal,
Senegal, South Africa, Spain, and the Soviet Union. In addition to the member
countries, observers from a number of countries and international organizations
regularly attend the annual meetings.
In order to carry out its management responsibilities, the Commission organized

the Standing Committee on Research and Statistics (SCRS), which is composed of
scientists from member countries and is responsible for coordinating data collection
and stock assessment programs and reviewing the information obtained from these
programs. Work by the committee has resulted in the acquisition of a significant
data base for tunas and tuna-like species in the Atlantic. One of the most significant
accomplishments of the committee is the establishment of a computerized data
processing bank at the Secretariat headquarters in Madrid. The Commission is
currently engaged in an ambitious 4-year program developed by the SCRS to study
Atlantic skipjack tuna stocks. Known as the International Skipjack Year Program,
the project is designed to provide rapidly the scientific information necessary to
develop a rational management plan for the Atlantic skipjack tuna resource. Skip-
jack tuna is believed to be the most abundant of the commercial species of tunas in
the Atlantic, and there is growing interest in expanding production from the stocks.
At present, there is insufficient basic information to plan this expansion in a
rational manner. The United States, which utilizes more then 50 percent of the
total Atlantic skipjack tuna catch, strongly supports this program and is participat-
ing through the resources of the NMFS Southwest and Southeast Fisheries Centers.
Two research cruises are scheduled for 1980. One cruise is underway at the present
time and involves the tagging of skipjack tuna in the Caribbean Sea area. A second
cruise scheduled to survey the bluefin tuna spawning grounds in the Gulf of Mexico
also will involve skipjack tagging.
The United States has also been instrumental in developing the management and

regulatory policy of the Commission. The Commission has now taken regulatory
action with regard to three species of Atlantic tunas. In 1972, the Commission
recommended a ban on the taking and landing of yellowfin tunas weighing less
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than 3.2 kg. in amounts greater than an incidental catch allowance per trip 
of 15

percent of all yellowfin on board a vessel.
In 1979, the Commission passed a resolution for bigeye tuna which is similar

 to

that for yellowfin. This section proposes the Parties take measures to prohibit 
until

1983 the taking and landing of bigeye weighing less than 3.2 kg. Like the yell
owfin

tuna regulation, the bigeye recommendation allows a 15 percent tolerance 
for

incidental take.
In 1975 the Commission approved two additional regulatory measures whi

ch

concern Atlantic bluefin tuna. These conservation recommendations included a 
6.4

kg. minimum size regulation and a limit on fishing mortalilty of bluefin tuna t
o

recent levels for a period of one year. In the interpretation of the limit on fishin
g

mortality to recent levels, member nations were left free to choose whether to limit

catch or effort. The Commission has continued to extend until August 10, 1982, th
e

regulation limiting fishing mortality on bluefin tuna which is now is effect.

The developments which culminated in the approval of regulatory measures for

Atlantic bluefin tuna were initiated in large part by the United States which raised

the level of international concern over the status of the resource and, in 1974,

proposed the current regulatory measures. It has been the existence of these regula-

tory measures which has given the United States the authority to manage the

bluefin resources off its own coasts.
Under the Atlantic Tunas Convention Act of 1975, the Secretary of Commerce,

through the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), has promulgated regula-

tions which established fishing seasons, quotas, licensing and reporting require-

ments, enforcement procedures, and gear restriction. In additon, NMFS continually

has conducted research and monitored stock levels of tuna in order to meet its

ICCAT obligations. Because bluefin tuna represents a recreational opportunity for

numerous U.S. fishermen, NMFS has promulgated regulations which promote the

broadest possible access to this fishery.
Currently, NMFS is reviewing bluefin tuna regulations to determine if changes

are necessary to eliminate problems of overfishing which have been experienced in

the last several years, and to allow better gathering of scientific data. Specifically,

present vessel capacity in the purse seine fishery for school tuna is sufficient to

permit quotas to be exceeded in a single day. Thus, initiation of a vessel allocation

system for this fishery is being considered. Additionally, NMFS is considering ways

to eliminate unnecessary reporting requirements for fishermen and revisions of the

daily catch limits on giant-size tuna by vessels other than purse seine vessels.

Because some of these changes constitute significant revisions in the regulatory

framework, a regulatory analysis and a draft environmental impact statement are

now being prepared. The National Marine Fisheries Service is planning to publish

proposed regulatory changes shortly.
In concluding my remarks, I would like to strongly urge continued Congressional

support for this international organization and for the legislative authority which is

necessary for full U.S. participation in this body. At this time I will be pleased to

answer any questions you may have.

Mr. BREAUX. Let me ask both of you to comment on a particular
concern that was brought out in this morning's testimony. No. 1,
the assertion that there is serious overfishing of the tuna in this
particular area, and No. 2 that ICCAT either cannot or will not
solve that problem.
In your opinions, is there substantial overfishing, and if there is,

who is doing it, how serious is it, and how would you propose to
deal with it?
Mr. BLONDIN. Mr. Chairman, perhaps I could lead off here, be-

cause I think that it was our statement that indicated overfishing;
and I wish to point out, we were talking about overfishing of U.S.
quotas by American fishermen.
Mr. BREAUX. By our fishermen.
Mr. BLONDIN. By our fishermen, that's correct. Last year, in fact,

within the categories of fisheries quotas that we had established,
our seine fishermen, for example, exceeded their quota by about 80
percent. They had a rather small quota of 650 tons, and since the
fishery amounted to about 7 or 8 days, it was very difficult to
control. In fact, they caught over 1,000 tons.
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Now, I think it's fair to say that there is also overfishing going
on by other countries as well. I'm not sure that it's all that serious
in the sense that it is going to decimate the stocks. I think that
what it means--
Mr. BREAUX. What is the condition of the stocks?
Mr. BLONDIN. The condition of the stock at this time? We think

it's improving. The difficulty here is that we're dealing with a
stock of fish that is rather long lived, maybe 25 or more years, and
we don't really begin to get to see enough scientific evidence to
support an increase in the population until about 3 or 4 years
behind the incoming fishery.
For example, Mr. Weld has indicated that we had a rather

strong 1973 year class, and indeed this is true. We took every
measure to protect that year class to insure that a substantial
number of them would get into the spawning stocks, and this
occurs at about age six to eight. They begin spawning at that time
and spawn through almost all of their lifetime. And we did have
success. We've had a substantial number of those fish now begin-
ning to appear in the spawning stocks.
Mr. BREAUX. What's the problem with the enforcement mecha-

nism, if there's any provided by ICCAT, that would allow us as one
of the lead nations participating in the convention not to
follow--
Mr. BLONDIN. Well, I think it's just a question of procedural

mechanisms, the same problem other countries are having as well.
Often times, the seasons are so short because each country sets its
own quotas. This is not a quota that is established by ICCAT.
Recommendations at ICCAT were rather general; these were to
limit mortality to recent levels. While I think the U.S. delegation
would have preferred defining precise numbers, as you well know,
internationally the lowest common denominator dictates what goes
on; and at that time, we found this to be the only way we could
limit an increase in fishing effort.
Since 1974—we've only got the statistics through about 1978, at

least internationally—we see no increase overall in fishing, that is,
Atlantic-wide, including the Mediterranean. The fishing level
seems to have leveled off at around 24,000 to 25,000 tons annually
being taken by all countries, the United States taking around 2,000
tons.
Mr. BREAUX. I guess what you're saying is that the overfishing

that was done, really did not do damage to the stocks.
Mr. BLONDIN. I think that's true, Mr. Chairman. I think it's fair

to say that while we wish that it had not occurred, as well as we
wish some of the activities had not occurred in other countries,
there was some slight overfishing. I think some of the European
countries wish that it had not occurred. I don't think we can say
that this is going to have a serious effect. Nor am I saying, too,
that we are not deeply concerned about bluefin tuna. I think we
have seen a decrease in the last 20 years in that fishery. However,
we hope we have arrested that decline, and we're back on the way
up.
Mr. BREAUX. The percentage of bluefin tuna taken in the U.S.

zone by U.S. fishermen is very small. Now, I know for the bluefin
tuna fisherman, it's the most important thing in the world to him,
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but in light of the total tuna industry, we have information that it
accounts for about 0.7 to 0.9 percent of the total tuna take. Is that
accurate?
Mr. BLONDIN. We're talking now about the international ratio?
Mr. BREAUX. Yes.
Mr. BLoNDIN.Well, it's something on the order of 2,000 tons to

24,000 or 25,000 tons. So, we are talking about less than 1 percent,
I think.
Mr. BREAUX. What is NMFS' position, to continue with you, Mr.

Blondin, regarding conservation of the billfish that are impacted by
the Japanese tuna longlining in our zone? Please elaborate for the
record NMFS' position as to what can be done within our zone to
regulate the taking of billfish that are caught incidentally by Japa-
nese longliners in their quest for tuna which we do not regulate?
Mr. BLONDIN. Well, Mr. Breaux, I think first of all, as you read

earlier this morning from the correspondence from the Department
of Commerce, it's clear that we think a great deal can be done in
this area, so long as it's done under the umbrella of conservation,
and it is reasonable.
As you know, the five Atlantic Seaboard Councils have been

working on a joint management plan for billfish. We're in the
process of reviewing that. Some of the regulations that would be
called for are absolute closures of rather extensive areas for long
periods of time.
I think this has caused some concern. I'm not sure that our

agency has come out with a definitive position at this point, but
there is some concern that we may have overstepped the bounds of
reasonableness.
Mr. BREAUX. Do we include U.S. observers on the Japanese long-

liners?
Mr. BLONDIN. We have, Mr. Chairman. In fact, last year we had

about 20-percent coverage on board Japanese vessels, and I think
we've gotten a good fix on the incidental take of billfish and what
the survival rate has been; and in fact, we've also charged the
Japanese for the observers. I think there may have been some
reports at earlier hearings that the observers were being placed on
vessels at the cost of taxpayers, and this is not true. A bill went out
to the Japanese for last year. I think it was on the order of around
$80,000. So, we have had observer coverage.
Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Busby, let me ask you along this line, what is

the position of the State Department with regard to the various
Council plans for protection of billfish taken incidentally to the
catching of tuna by the Japanese?
Mr. BUSBY. Mr. Chairman, the Department of State certainly has

no objection to regulating the take of billfish, which of course, is a
species which comes under our law. Like the Department of Com-
merce, we believe that if we're going to regulate the taking of
billfish which is taken incidentally to tuna fishing, it has to be
done in a reasonable way; and like the Department of Commerce,
we are at the present time considering the Council's plan. We do
have some concern that the rather sweeping time and area closures
proposed may be a little more than what we would like to see. But
we, like Commerce, have taken no final decision.
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Mr. BREAUX. For the record, what is the position of State with
regard to proposals to bring tuna within the exclusive fisheries
management authority of the U. S. in our 200-mile zone?
Mr. BUSBY. We've testified on several occasions that the question

of whether tuna is to be brought under the law or not is largely a
domestic fisheries management matter. However, we are charged
under the FCMA to negotiate international arrangements for tuna
fishing, which largely protect the U.S. tuna industry; and we've
been armed through that law with some tools to accomplish that
purpose. I think there can't be any question but that if we were to
move in this direction with regard to bluefin tuna, it would have a
damaging effect on the position that we're trying to uphold in some
other international negotiations.
Mr. BREAUX. Were a large number of U.S.-owned tuna vessels

sold to the country of Mexico?
Mr. BUSBY. I have information that there were five U.S.-tuna

vessels recently--and I got it from the newspaper, frankly--five
U.S.-tuna vessels whose transfers have been approved to Mexican
flag. There are five other vessels going to Mexico which I believe
were registered in the Netherlands Antilles.
Mr. BREAUX. Just for the record, I will insert a copy of the

article, "Ten tuna boats to move to Mexico."
OK, I might have some additional questions, later. I'll ask Mr.

Forsythe, now, for questions.
Mr. FORSYTHE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you both for your testimony.
Can either one of you answer a statement I heard that many of

the ICCAT nations are not even enforcing ICCAT against their own
nationals, let alone any foreigner?
Mr. BLONDIN. If I might answer the question, sir, let me say that

having participated as a U.S. Commissioner at ICCAT, it is true,
there are some countries in the northwestern part of Africa who
are not in a position to fully enforce, the regulations to the degree
that we might find to our satisfaction. But I think it's clear that
among those countries that are the principal bluefin fishermen,
that they are being monitored to some degree, and there is enforce-
ment.
For example, Canada, Japan, France, Portugal, and Spain all

have active regulations and there are signs that there is enforce-
ment, just as we are enforcing as to our fishermen. They are also
experiencing some of the same difficulties we are, however, when
you divide the quota that is established at the national level among
the various users, sometimes it's very difficult to remain within
that quota. I think it's fair to say that since 1975 the effects of the
regulation have been good, and certainly the scientists have indi-
cated this at the last meeting in Madrid in November last year.
The regulations appear to be effective.
There are some countries who are outside of ICCAT at the

moment which have significant fisheries on bluefin tuna and whose
activities have caused us some alarm. One country in particular is
Italy; and as you may remember this morning, Mr. Weld men-
tioned that they had been taking a substantial amount of fish. This
is true. Their fisheries at the time we went into regulation in 1975
was somewhere around 6,000 tons of bluefin tuna. If my memory



24

serves me, the catch did after that period go up as high as 9,000
tons of fish; and the last indication we have of 1977 catch is back
down to 6,000 tons.
What we've done, is ask the Italian Government to take note of

the fact that there is an international regime. We urge their join-
ing that regime. They, at least for the past 2 or 3 years, have had
observers at ICCAT meetings. They have participated, but not to
the extent of voting; but they have been present.
Further, we hope that since Italy is a member of the EEC and

that since the EEC has taken over fisheries jurisdiction for the
entire community and also wishes to become a member of ICCAT,
that this will solve that problem.
Mr. FORSYTHE. Well, that's encouraging news.
Mr. BLONDIN. Yes, it is encouraging, and I think if we keep

hammering away at this, we may find that we'll have all the
principal countries involved, and hopefully we will begin to see
better improvement of the fishery.
Mr. FORSYTHE. As I'm looking at this FAO report, it's clear that

Italy is the largest nation involved in the fishery. They only started
in 1972, didn't they? It's rather a new enterprise for them.
One of the problems that I have with the bluefin fishery is the

impact of the fishery on the recreational fishing industry along the
eastern coast. We're constantly being told, "Well, the good ones are
all gone by the time they get out in the Atlantic." It is the tradi-
tional sports catch that is in trouble. Have you found any change
in that situation, that more mature fish are moving on up the
coast?
Mr. BLONDIN. Well, I think that it's a matter simply of environ-

mental conditions. Off the coast of New Jersey where you're inter-
ested, in the past several years, mostly smaller fish have been
coming in closer to shore where fishermen obviously operating in
relatively smaller boats have a limited capacity to move out into
areas where you might find larger fish. So they've been catching,
in fact, smaller fish, most of them the school size that haven't even
entered the spawning stocks yet.
In fact, the largest of the fish, the record, are caught well to the

north of the United States in Canadian waters. These are fish that
certainly must have migrated at one time or another from the Gulf
of Mexico all the way northward into Canadian waters where they
generally are found in the latter part of the summer or early fall.
Mr. FORSYTHE. They must know our fishermen are looking for

them and detour.
Mr. BLONDIN. They do, and I think we have a large fishery, both

harpoon and line, and a seine fishery off New England; and they
seem to have had some good luck in recent years.
Mr. FORSYTHE. I guess that about covers my points at this time,

Mr. Chairman.
Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Studds?
Mr. STUDDS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
This testimony reminds me a little bit of my first term when we

were fighting for the 200-mile limit law. We were told by the Nixon
administration that what they really wanted was authority to regu-
late U.S. fishing within 200 miles. They did not want any authori-
ty, thank you very much, because it would upset the Department of
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State to regulate foreign fishing. And now, incredibly, we hear
references to overfishing by American fishermen, and we're not
asked to do anything with respect to foreign fishermen.
Let me ask you this. Of the other member nations of ICCAT,

we've already heard that some of them have difficulty enforcing
against their own nationals.
How many of them claim the right to enforce against foreign

nationals within 200 miles of their shores?
Mr. BUSBY. Mr. Studds, unless I'm mistaken I believe they all do.
Mr. STUDDS. They all do.
Mr. BUSBY. They all do. Now, whether they exercise that jurisdic-

tion against U.S. tuna fishermen in those waters is another ques-
• tion.

Mr. STUDDS. Let me turn that around. The fact is, as I under-
stand your testimony, that the United States is the only member
nation of ICCAT which does not assert the lawful authority to
regulate foreign fishing for tuna within their 200-mile zone, is that
correct?
Mr. BUSBY. I'm sorry, but Japan and Korea are also members,

and they do not.
Mr. STUDDS. Japan and Korea do not, but they're too busy fishing

in other people's zones, right?
Mr. BUSBY. By and large, the vast majority—I'm looking at the

list—the vast majority of ICCAT members do claim jurisdiction
over tuna.
Mr. STUDDS. Is there much tuna caught immediately off the coast

of Japan, or are they all over here?
Mr. BLONDIN. There are areas off the coast of Japan where tuna

is caught.
Mr. STUDDS. That's not important in any event, but the fact of

the matter is, that we are one of the very few—not the only—
certainly one of the very few countries that do not assert the
lawful authority to enforce against foreign vessels within our 200-
mile zone with respect to tuna; and you are asking us to continue
to refrain from asserting that jurisdiction even with respect to
Atlantic bluefin tuna, which you have pointed out is a relatively
small percentage of U.S. tuna catch on the grounds that it will
upset the U.S. international position. How could it do that if we're
in a distinct minority internationally anyway?
Mr. BUSBY. Well, there's no question, Mr. Studds, but that we are

in a minority. We've never denied that, but the FCMA clearly
states the U.S. position.
Mr. STUDDS. I understand that, but we're considering amending

that law, and you're asking us not to do it on the grounds it would
4 somehow affect our international negotiating position.

Mr. BUSBY. Yes, sir; and in fact, at the present time we're in the
same situation with regard to billfish. We claim jurisdiction over
billfish, notwithstanding the fact that we believe they are highly
migratory. What I'm saying--
Mr. STUDDS. You claim jurisdiction because the law says so.
Mr. BUSBY. Exactly. What I'm saying is, if the United States now

moves further in that direction and claims jurisdiction over a
particular species of tuna—for whatever reason—it will be per-
ceived internationally as hypocritical. It will be thrown back in our
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face in the same way that the billfish question is from time to time
now.
Mr. STUDDS. And thereby cause us what difficulty in which inter-

national fora?
Mr. BUSBY. We are attempting to negotiate new arrangements in

the eastern tropical Pacific. We are also attempting to get some-
thing off the ground in the South Pacific. We're attempting to do
what the law requires, which is to negotiate international arrange-
ments for the management of highly migratory species of tuna.
Mr. STUDDS. Are you suggesting that we are attempting to con-

vert the overwhelming majority of the world to our original point
of view with respect to highly migratory species?
Mr. BUSBY. I don't think that's possible. That's not what we're

trying to do.
Mr. STUDDS. Well, what are we trying to do?
Mr. BUSBY. We're trying to come up with an international man-

agement system for stocks of fish that migrate over vast areas of
the ocean, and through the zones of a number of countries.
Mr. STUDDS. I just want the record to reflect, No. 1, that we're

alone, or almost alone, in taking the position that we do, and
you're asking us not to change so that we couldn't conceivably
upset the international community since we'd be moving toward
the prevailing international position if we were to adopt the kind
of amendment under discussion.
Mr. BUSBY. I would like to say, sir, that I'm not asking you not to

change. I'm pointing out what I think might be the difficulty for us
in trying to further the purposes of the law with regard to tuna if
we were to change.
Mr. STUDDS. I understand. There's delicacy of necessity of word-

ing it, but essentially that's what you're saying.
Now, what restrictions are there on Japanese tuna fishing under

ICCAT, bluefin tuna fish? What ICCAT regs apply to the Japanese
as they come off New England catching bluefin tuna?
Mr. BLONDIN. Well, they are under the same regulatory scheme

as we are, to limit--
Mr. STUDDS. Wait a minute. Our fishermen are under a regula-

tory scheme propounded by NMFS. The Japanese are under no
such thing.
Mr. BLONDIN. By NMFS, under the authority of this act that

we're looking at today, which comes from ICCAT; yes, sir. I think
all of this stems from ICCAT.
Mr. STUDDS. I understand that, but we put a number of limita-

tions on our fishermen, do we not?
Mr. BLONDIN. Yes; and--
Mr. STUDDS. What limitations are the Japanese under?
Mr. BLONDIN. A number of limitations as well.
Mr. STUDDS. Imposed by whom?
Mr. BLONDIN. Imposed by the Japanese fishery agency on their

fishermen, and they have, as we have, looked at what their average
take was during a certain period; and their limitation, based upon
that average is something on the order of 5,400 tons of fish, as I
recall.
Mr. STUDDS. Are we talking 5,400 tons of Atlantic bluefin in the

western Atlantic?
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Mr. BLONDIN. We are talking about 5,400 tons of bluefin through-
out the range of the northern bluefin tuna stocks, which is the
eastern, western, and Mediterrean.
Mr. STUDDS. You're putting aside the evidence that we may have,

at least for breeding purposes, two distinct stock?
Mr. BLONDIN. Well, I'd like to address that a little later. I'd be

very happy to.
Mr. STUDDS. OK, 5,400 tons. Now, what period of time is that

based on?
Mr. BLONDIN. They chose to use the 1974 time frame.
Mr. STUDDS. Why do you suppose that was?
Mr. BLONDIN. Probably because it was the best one for them.

••• Mr. STUDDS. That's what I figured.
Mr. BLONDIN. All we were trying to do was to insure that no

fishing effort increased, that we put a cap on it; and we chose the
years 1970 to 1974. In fact, if we'd gone back earlier, we could have
come up with a higher number and allowed our fishermen to take
a few hundred more tons.
Mr. STUDDS. What is the limit on the U.S. fishermen under your

regs?
Mr. BLONDIN. Somewhere around 2,100.
Mr. STUDDS. Less than half the Japanese number?
Mr. BLONDIN. Yes, because our average had been--
Mr. STUDDS. In those years.
Mr. BLONDIN. In those years, that's correct.
Mr. STUDDS. Do you think it would have made much sense if we

had said to the Russians and to the Japanese, "We're not going to
extend fisheries jurisdiction to 200 miles. Why don't you folks just
pick a year, and promise not to increase your catches", and they
could have picked 1974, record devastating catches of the ground-
fish in New England, and fished them in perpetuity under the logic
you're asking us to accept. I don't understand it.
Mr. BLONDIN. Well, I'm afraid that that analogy is not the same.

First of all, the fishery from the 1960's had come down substantial-
ly to a point where, let's say, a country did decide to choose a
figure which gave it a 10-percent benefit over what some other
country might have chosen. That would have been far better than
not having any regulations at all; and that's what we were faced
with.
Mr. STUDDS. How many of the Japanese 5,400 tons are taken

within our 200-mile zone?
Mr. BLONDIN. I don't think there is any data on that, but in the

breakdown, eastern and western Atlantic, it's on the order of about
half of that.
Mr. STUDDS. Roughly half.
Mr. BLONDIN. Roughly 2,500, yes.
Mr. STUDDS. Who enforces the ICCAT regs on the Japanese fish-

ermen within 200 miles of our shore?
Mr. BLONDIN. As far as tuna is concerned, it is enforced by

Japan.
Mr. STUDDS. By Japan. It's just tough luck for us if they enforce

the way they did under ICNAF, for example?
Mr. BLONDIN. Well, I don't think we have any indications that

their enforcement is anything but as honest as ours.
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In fact, we've had, as I said earlier, observer coverage on 20

percent of the vessels, and extrapolating the catches there, we

think that their reporting, at least in the past few years, is fairly

accurate, judging by our extrapolations.
Mr. STUDDS. Do I understand both of you to testify that you don't

think there's any serious overfishing of bluefin tuna?
Mr. BLONDIN. I'm sorry; there is some overfishing. When you use

the term "serious" in connection with devastation of the stocks, I

think the answer has to be no.
Mr. STUDDS. You said earlier that you thought the overfishing

was by American fishermen?
Mr. BLONDIN. The overfishing that we addressed, that part of the

statement that you questioned this morning, related to American

overfishing.
Mr. STUDDS. Well, is there foreign overfishing?
Mr. BLONDIN. I've said yes, Mr. Studds.
Mr. STUDDS. Now, by overfishing, do you mean in excess of the

numbers allotted by the respective governments, quotas?
Mr. BLONDIN. That's correct.
Mr. STUDDS. OK. Not much we can do about that, is there?
Mr. BLONDIN. Yes; there is something we can do about it, and

that is continue in the only international forum we have at the
moment, to continue leadership, and to continue those pressures
where we can--
Mr. STUDDS. Why don't we do what other nations do, which is

say: "We will enforce in our 200-mile zone?"
Mr. BLONDIN. Because I think, Mr. Studds, that if we do enforce

within our 200 miles, beyond what Mr. Busby has said, I think it
creates another problem. At the moment, as he has said, there are
many nations that have extended jurisdiction over tunas. From the
practical side of it, if the United States were to extend jurisdiction
over tuna and carry out active enforcement, I think this example
would induce other countries to do the same thing.
Mr. STUDDS. They're already doing it.
Mr. BLONDIN. They're not doing that in the Atlantic, sir, where

our fishermen fish off several countries in western Africa, and they
fish within 200 miles, at this time. Even though several of those
countries have jurisdiction over tunas, they do not actively carry
out enforcement over--
Mr. STUDDS. One last question. I know we've got a vote. When

you say there's overfishing, but you're not quite sure whether you
call it serious, is there—to put it in the most important context—is
there a downward trend in the stock size of the Atlantic bluefin
tuna?
Mr. BLONDIN. There has been, except from the point of regula-

tion in 1975. It has stabilized. We believe we're beginning now to
see an upturn. But as I indicated earlier, the data that's available,
unfortunately, are 2 or 3 years old--
Mr. STUDDS. We're seeing an upturn now?
Mr. BLONDIN. We're seeing an upturn.
Mr. STUDDS. Let me read to you from Mike Paprick of the Na-

tional Marine Fishery Service, U.S. section meeting with his advi-
sory committee and technical experts, October 31, 1979: "The total



29

Atlantic stock size is showing a downward trend as expected with a
drop in recruitment."

That's your own expert.
Mr. BLONDIN. Yes; that's correct, and I think what he was ad-

dressing at that time was a question of the midsize fish, that is,
those fish that were fished on, rather heavily by seiners in the
western Atlantic, so that we had limited escapement into the
spawning stocks. We're talking about medium-size fish.
Mr. STUDDS. "The total Atlantic stock size," he says.
Mr. BLONDIN. I think if you look at that—and I was present at

that meeting—you'll find out that that was based on data for 1976.
I attended a meeting recently in Panama City where the indica-
tions were that we have at least stabilized and possibly are on an
upturn.
Mr. STUDDS. Well, I appreciate your concern of the possibility of

American overfishing, but I'm not any more moved now than I was
7 or 8 years ago when your two agencies were making the same
arguments against enactment of the 200-mile bill in the first place.
I don't think your arguments had any more merit then than they
do now, frankly.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. BREAUX. With that second buzzer, we will take a recess. I

would like you to come back for about 5 minutes more of followup
questions.
The committee will be in recess for 5 minutes.
[A short recess was taken.]
Mr. BREAUX. The subcommittee will please be in order.
Mr. Blondin, let me ask you if you would discuss something that

I'm not quite clear on, myself. Our prior witness this morning
talked about an eastern and a western stock of Atlantic bluefin
tuna, and that because they're distinct, they could be managed
separately. No. 1, I'd like to ask you, what are your thoughts, or
what is the U.S. position, with regard to that theory?
Mr. BLONDIN. Mr. Chairman, it is possible that there are two

stocks, and when we asked the scientific committee to look careful-
ly at this, their conclusion was inconclusive at the time, based
upon the information we had.
What we do have is clearly two areas where spawning occurs;

one in the Gulf of Mexico and one in the Mediterranean. We have
had some tagging results, and we have found that some fish that
were tagged on the western Atlantic side, for example, off Cape
Hatteras, ended up in the Bay of Biscay on the eastern side; and
vice versa, there have been some that have been tagged on that
side that have ended up on our side.
We've had some genetic studies of the animals from the eastern

and western sides, and we have not been able to find any discern-
ible genetic differences. So, at least at this time, the animals on
both sides of the Atlantic appear to be exactly of the same genetic
structure.
Mr. BREAUX. What is the position of our advisory committee with

regard to this issue?
Mr. BLONDIN. Initially, I think that many of us were seeing this

as a chance to control the Japanese shift of fishing from the
eastern Atlantic to the western Atlantic, and had felt that this

66-489 0-80--3
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might be possibly a management concept. But I think the more we

looked at it, the more we realized that we might lose control

overall in the Atlantic, particularly on the eastern side. Then, one

might very well argue, if we had the only regulations on our side,

and even if there were two distinctive stocks and the migrations

were rather heavily from the west to the east, that we would be

bearing the brunt of all the regulations, and the other side would

be getting the benefit of our savings.
I think after looking at this very carefully for 2 years, the

advisory committee, last year in September, looked at this, and

with the exception of one member, all were in favor of continuing

the kind of controls that we have at this time—an Atlantic-wide

regulatory regime rather than separating it into an east and west.

Mr. BREAUX. All the members except one?
Mr. BLONDIN. All the members except one.
Mr. BREAUX. Is the one the Mr. Weld who testified this morning?

Mr. BLONDIN. I believe so, yes, sir.
Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Busby, let me ask you this, if we were to place

the Atlantic tuna under our exclusive management jurisdiction,

how would that affect our position, vis-a-vis our negotiations on the

Inter-American Tropical Tuna Convention?
Mr. BUSBY. As I said earlier, Mr. Chairman, I think it would

have a detrimental effect on the position which the United States
has put forward in that particular forum. We hope we have set the
juridical problem aside. For the United States now to move to
declare jurisdiction over a single species of tuna would certainly be
viewed by other countries as something of significance, and be
something which they would play upon.
Mr. BREAUX. I get the impression it would knock out our posi-

tion. I mean, in plain words, it would be almost totally inconsistent
by adding one species of a larger species and then go to the negoti-
ations on the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Convention and argue
at that point, "Well, however, these remaining species are highly
migratory and therefore we don't recognize your jurisdiction over
them."
Mr. BUSBY. In my opinion, it would be perceived that way by the

other countries.
Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Forsythe?
Mr. FORSYTHE. Thank you.
Buzz, you mentioned that you would like to see the authorization

made a permanent authorization rather than a timed authoriza-
tion.
What is the impact of having a limited authorization.
Mr. BUSBY. I think the present situation creates some uncertain-

ty in the international community as to whether the administra-
tion is going to be able to continue to fulfill its obligations after our
statutory authority runs out every 3 years; and as I said, it does
not mean that there would not be an oversight function exercised
by this committee. This is the only authorization legislation con-
structed this way, to my knowledge. All other fishery commissions
run in perpetuity. To be sure, Congress has the authority to repeal
those laws and to exercise oversight. All options are still open.
Mr. FORSYTHE. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. BREAUX. My last question is more of a technical nature for
the record.

If we decided to take the approach in the authorization of not
authorizing such funds as may be necessary, what would be the
recommendation of State with regard to the funding for ICCAT?
Mr. BUSBY. Mr. Chairman, if you'll let us have that question,

we'll answer it for the record.
Mr. BREAUX. All right, and we need it fairly quickly. If you can,

call, and then follow it up with a letter so we can have that
amount.
Mr. BUSBY. Certainly.
Mr. BREAUX. Gary, do you have some more questions?
Mr. STUDDS. Let me just ask you, one of you testified with respect

to the problem of a bycatch of billfish by Japanese longliners in
pursuit of tuna, bluefin tuna.
How do you propose to deal with that problem? I'm not quite

sure; or how can one deal with it if one cannot assert regulatory
authority over the Japanese bluefin tuna fisheries?
Mr. BLONDIN. Well, I think there's been an attempt to do that,

Mr. Studds. At this point, you know, we do have a billfish plan in
effect even at this time. I think that--
Mr. STUDDS. Which you people have come out strongly against,

have you not?
Mr. BLONDIN. No, we do have a billfish plan in effect now, which

is a PMP, a preliminary management plan. What the councils are
working on is a fishery management plan, and that's what we were
talking about.
Mr. STUDDS. Well, that's what the act is about, is not your

PMP's, but fishery management plans by the regional councils,
right? And the regional councils have come up with ways of deal-
ing with this which as I understand it, you have stated you find
objectionable.
Mr. BLONDIN. I'm not quite sure that either of us came out that

way. I think we said we were looking at it, and there were some
parts of it that concerned us.
Mr. STUDDS. Which were the parts dealing with the bycatch,

right? How do you deal with it if you can't regulate the directed
fishery?
Mr. BLONDIN. Well, I think you can regulate the indirect fishery,

regulate the bycatch by dealing with it in a reasonable manner.
Mr. STUDDS. How do you deal with a bycatch in a reasonable

manner if it's dead?
Mr. BLONDIN. You can establish quotas.
Mr. STUDDS. How can you establish a bycatch? Do you know

what a longline is? You put it out, and somebody bites it without
consulting the National Marine Fisheries Service, and you don't
know what's on it until you pull it it.
Mr. BLONDIN. That's true.
Mr. STUDDS. And what do you do if it's got a lot of billfish on it?
Mr. BLONDIN. In certain areas you can almost predict what that's

going to be. I think we're now getting enough--
Mr. STUDDS. You may be able to, but I think you can—you can

what? Have you ever been longlining?
Mr. BLONDIN. Have I ever been longlining?
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Mr. STUDDS. Part of the excitement of it is precisely that you

don't what's going to come up.
Mr. BLONDIN. Yes, sir, I have. I've spent 10 years at sea.
Mr. STUDDS. OK. Now, what is it you can predict on a longline?

Mr. BLONDIN. I think that with the data that we're collecting, we

are beginning to see patterns develop. It takes time. You're right.

The first time you try this, you don't know what is going to come

up in a particular area; but after you've fished for awhile in that

area, I think you can come up with patterns. And we hope that

this is the kind of thing that we might apply in developing overall

regulations. Certainly the joint efforts by the five Atlantic Sea-

board Councils went in this direction. I think that they've done a

creditable job of putting together a plan. There are certain prob-

lems with it that hopefully can be overcome 'but I think we've

made some gains in that area.
Mr. STUDDS. You're aware of the position, I believe, in response

to questions put out by the chairman and ranking members of this
subcommittee on the subject, for example, from the Regional Fish-

ery Management Council in the Gulf of Mexico.
They said, and I quote,
Most of the problems related to development of a management plan for billfish

relate to the exemption of migratory tuna from regulation under the FCMA. It has

been very difficult to develop management measures which protect billfish stock for

domestic utilization without interfering with or unduly restraining foreign tuna

fishing. Although measures have been implemented which reduced the billfish

mortality associated with this fishery, the mortality rates remain as high as 62

percent of fish hooked. Because of these problems and a concern for the high bluefin

tuna harvest from the Gulf of Mexico, our council has recently adopted a position in

favor of amendment of the FCMA to remove the tuna exemption.

Now, I know you're not in favor of the amendment, but how do
you respond to their concern about the mortality rates of billfish
hooked in a bycatch?
Mr. BLONDIN. Well, it is a serious one, Mr. Studds. There's no

doubt about that, and I think that we have been attempting to
work at it with the tools that we have been given. I think it's
rather interesting to note that the joint committee in developing
their plan made a comment and a recommendation in that plan
which says, and I quote, in addition to--
Mr. STUDDS. Which joint committee are you referring to?
Mr. BLONDIN. I'm talking about the Joint Intercouncil Committee

that Mr. Weld was talking about this morning.
One of their recommendations is, "It is recommended that an

international plan for the regulations of billfishes and sharks be
developed and implemented under the auspices of international
organizations such as ICCAT."
That tells me that they realize that it's difficult to go it alone,

that in order to manage these fish, we must do it internationally
and collectively.
Mr. STUDDS. But we are the only ones going it alone, now. You've

got it inside out and backward. You just said you'd try to do the
best job you can with the tools you've been given. Presumably you
mean the tools under the law that you've been given by the Con-
gress. Here we are offering you an infinitely easier tool and you
don't want it. What job is it that you really want to do? Why are
you objecting? Whose interest are you concerned with?
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Mr. BLONDIN. I think we're concerned with the entire American
interest.
Mr. STUDDS. Go ahead. Elaborate on that.
Mr. BLONDIN. Well, I think Mr. Busby already has elaborated on

that, Mr. Studds, and I don't think I could add very much to it.
Mr. STUDDS. Am I to infer from what you said that your objec-

tions have nothing to do with the bluefin tuna fishery in the
Western Atlantic? If that were the only question, you would see no
problem, I take it, in this amendment?
Mr. BLONDIN. Well, I think to answer that would be to take it

out of context in any event. If we were dealing only with the
bluefin tuna fisheries, period, and nothing else, no other consider-
ations; perhaps there might be a different answer.
Mr. STUDDS. OK. Now, what are the other considerations?
Mr. BLONDIN. All of the tuna fisheries that are involved.
Mr. STUDDS. In other words, the tuna fisheries on the west coast?
Mr. BLONDIN. No, not only the tuna fishery on the west coast. I

said earlier today that our largest catch in the Atlantic is yellowfin
tuna, and that that occurs in areas outside of the jurisdiction of the
United States; and it would obviously have an impact on those
fisheries, aside from the tropical Pacific tuna fishery.
Mr. STUDDS. What affect could this have on the distant water

tuna fishery based in California? What could other nations do, off
whose shores they fish, that they have not already done for years?
Mr. BUSBY. Perhaps I could address this, Mr. Studds. I must say,

I'm a little confused by the discussion.
With regard to State's position, the manner in which we view the

billfish plan which is currently under consideration as a billfish
plan, not a plan to regulate fishing for bluefin tuna.
Mr. STUDDS. I understand that.
Mr. BUSBY. Now, if some mechanism, technical or otherwise, can

be devised so that we can regulate in absolute terms the bycatch of
billfish taken in the directed tuna fishery, the Department will
have no problem with that.
But on the other hand, if we are going to implement a plan

which has measures that have the effect of negating that directed
fishery, then clearly there is an international precedent estab-
lished. As to the effect on the rest of the tuna fishing interests of
the United States, I think it's obvious. It is very clear that another
nation could take the same kinds of measure--
Mr. STUDDS. But they already have. That's my point. My ques-

tion—let me ask it again. I apologize if I've confused you.
I understand that your objections in large part—I won't say

entirely. I'll leave that to you—are not addressed to the bluefin
fishery and bluefin tuna in the Atlantic. You're concerned with the
overall tuna industry of the country, the largest component of
which, is the distant water fishery based in California.
My question was, if we were to amend the act as I have suggest-

ed with respect solely to the Atlantic bluefin, what could happen to
the distant water tuna fishery based in California, what could
other nations off whose shores they fish do that they have not
already done for years?
Mr. BUSBY. They have done it for years, Mr. Studds, we do not

recognize their right to do so, and we--
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Mr. STUDDS. But we keep paying their fine.
Mr. BUSBY. We have measures in our law which are--
Mr. STUDDS. Who are we kidding? It's almost out of Gilbert and

Sullivan. We go through this charade, as you know. We are the
only major nation with this particular provision in our law, this
kind of an exemption. We do not, and I agree with you, as you
know, recognize any nation's right to assert territorial jurisdiction
of 200 miles; but with respect to the assertion of fisheries jurisdic-
tion, we're living with and paying for those assertions daily, and
the diplomats argue about whether it's de facto, or de jure, but
money changes hands, and people fish in the real world.
Mr. BUSBY. I must say I personally see an inconsistency in de-

claring jurisdiction over bluefin only. If you're going to remove the
inconsistencies from our law, you should either take billfish out of
it, or put all tuna under it.
Mr. STUDDS. Well, that's perfectly logical.
Mr. BUSBY. But to put bluefin only under it, is going to put us in

an obviously, more untenable--
Mr. STUDDS. The Department would prefer—what would you

prefer? You want us to take billfish out, or put all the rest of
the--
Mr. BUSBY. We consider that to be largely a domestic fisheries

management consideration; but insofar as we are charged with the
responsibility for trying to protect the domestic tuna fishing indus-
try, to put all tuna fishing under the law would remove the tools
which you've given us.
Mr. STUDDS. And although that is a question for domestic policy

you've just delivered yourself an opinion on. I have no objection to
you—but I do have some objection to the State Department insist-
ing that rationality be a component of U.S. policy. There's no
precedent for that in either your department or ours, as you know.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. BREAUX. Thank you.
Let me just ask you a final question about the opinion of the

National Marine Fisheries Service.
We have a letter that Mr. Bill Gordon sent, as Director of Office

of Research, Conservation and Management, back in August of
1979 to the South Atlantic Management Council on the point that
we're talking about, being the protection of the billfish.
He stated:
I'm concerned that many persons believe that all we need to do to be able to fully

manage billfish is to bring tuna under the FCMA. I can assure you that without
substantial alteration of the basic principles underlying the FCMA, the inclusion of
tuna would add little to our ability to manage billfish.

Is that still NMFS' position?
Mr. BLONDIN. That is, Mr. Chairman, still our position.
Mr. BREAUX. Let me ask another question. NMFS did a legal

memorandum on billfish management under the FCMA, in October
1979. It was to Eldon Greenberg from Jay Johnson, within the
Department; and the issue confronted in the legal memorandum
was,
Does FCMA as amended authorize the use in billfish fishery management plans of

conservation and management measures which affect foreign longline fishing for
tuna in the fisheries conservation zone.
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Conclusion:
Yes. A billfish management plan may contain management measures which affect

foreign longline fishing for tuna in the FCZ, including area closures, and season or
gear restrictions if the measures will first provide a reasonable opportunity for
foreign longline vessels to fish for tuna in the FCZ, and to impose the least burden
on such vessels that will achieve conservation and management of the billfish
covered by the plan.

Is that still the basic legal opinion of the National Marine Fish-
eries Service?
Mr. BLONDIN. That is still the basic position of the National

Marine Fisheries Service.
Mr. BREAUX. What the Councils do, I take it, is apply that to the

plan as presented to the Department of Commerce which sees if it
follows those basic parameters?
Mr. BLONDIN. That is correct. Those are the principles that are

being used.
Mr. BREAUX. OK, let me ask State. The other thing that we have

is a letter from John Negroponte to the Billfish Steering Commit-
tee for the South Atlantic Council, dated September of last year.
This letter was on the statement I just read from NMFS. State

was asked to review it, and Mr. Negroponte in September stated
the Department's position as follows:
We have reviewed and concur in principle with the statement prepared by NMFS

concerning the Council's management authority under FCMA with respect to bill-
fish and their accompanying guidelines. It is the Department's understanding that
the billfish management plan must, like all other management plans, conform to
the standards set forth in the FCMA as a first step.

I hate to say it is probably a typical State Department opinion. It
says you can manage it, but you have to have as a principal
purpose of that management, the management of billfish, and not
tuna management. I take it, those are probably still the general
parameters.
Mr. BUSBY. That's still typically our opinion.
Mr. BREAUX. A final question, how long are you going to be

Acting?
Mr. BUSBY. Not too much longer, I hope, sir.
Mr. BREAUX. OK.
Mr. STUDDS. Where are you going?
Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Blondin, we appreciate your appearance. I

think it's probably your first appearance before this subcommittee,
at least since I've been chairman, and your predecessor, Dave
Wallace, was a good friend, and we look forward to working with
you in the future. You presented a very fine statement.
Gentlemen, thank you very much.
We'd like to welcome as our final witnesses this afternoon Mr.

Jack Bowland, who is one of the national representatives of the
U.S. Tuna Foundation, who I understand will also be accompanied
by Mr. George Steele.
Gentlemen, we welcome you and are pleased to receive your

statements.
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STATEMENTS OF JACK C. BOWLAND, NATIONAL REPRESENTA-

TIVE, UNITED STATES TUNA FOUNDATION; AND GEORGE

STEELE, REPRESENTATIVE, AMERICAN TUNA BOAT ASSOCI-

ATION

Mr. BOWLAND. Now, Mr. Chairman, my name is Jack Bowland.
I'm with the United States Tuna Foundation. We're here in sup-
port of H.R. 6310. With me is Mr. George Steele, the Washington
representative of the American Tuna Boat Association.
As I have provided written testimony to the committee, and as

the theme of today is conservation, if we could submit my written
testimony into the record, I can forgo reading it.
Mr. BREAUX. Without objection, the entire statement will be

made part of the record.
Mr. BOWLAND. I would like to make one further very short and

brief statement, that we do support 6310; we do support interna-
tional management of the highly migratory species; and we also
support the testimony that was presented by Mr. Busby and Mr.
Blondin.

Naturally, Tuna would be opposed to any inclusion of manage-
ment of any of the tuna stocks under the FCMA, and with that,
feel free to ask us any questions that you so desire.
[The following was received for the record:]

STATEMENT OF JACK C. BOWLAND, UNITED STATES TUNA FOUNDATION

Mr. Chairman and members of the House Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife
Conservation and the Environment:
On behalf of the United States tuna industry, I welcome this opportunity to

testify in support of H.R. 6310, a bill which will extend the authorization for
appropriations for fiscal years 1981, 1982, and 1983, to carry out the Atlantic Tunas
Convention Act of 1975.
The United States tuna industry applauds the introduction of H.R. 6310 as a

reaffirmation of the United States juridical position on the highly migratory species
and a continued willingness to work for an effective regional management regime.
The migratory nature of the tuna makes conservation of the many species and

management of the extensive fisheries for them difficult. Yet conservation is par-
ticularly important as technological advances in fishing gear and methods, coupled
with the evergrowing demand for tuna, continue to increase the fishing pressure on
global stocks of these fish. If people all over the world are to continue to harvest
tuna, effective conservation is essential. Because these fish migrate through the
jurisdictions of many nations, effective conservation requires international coopera-
tion.
In enacting the FCMA the United States was correct in its analysis that the

highly migratory species, tuna, cannot be managed or conserved on a unilateral
basis. This recognition on the part of the United States has been the cornerstone of
our international leadership in the conservation of highly migratory species.
Tagged northern bluefin tuna have travelled 4,830 miles across the Atlantic

Ocean in 119 days, a sustained journey of over 40 miles per day. The southern
bluefin is just as migratory as its northern counterpart, with some tagged individ-
uals having travelled from the coast of Australia across the Indian Ocean into the
Atlantic Ocean.
To quote Martin Sarmiento, who wrote in 1757, "Tuna have no native country,

nor lasting domicile. All the sea is their native country. They are wandering
fish. . .".
When considering Atlantic tuna it should be noted that nearly all countries

fishing tuna in the Atlantic are members of the International Commission for the
Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT). The efforts of the United States should be
directed toward strengthening this organization through the broadening of its re-
search capabilities and membership base. This is necessary if ICCAT is to become
capable of carrying out its stated purpose more effectively.

If the objective of management is to maintain a stock at levels that are capable of
sustaining maximum yields without a deleterious effect on the fishing, then such
management must be applied to all countries fishing that particular stock. Because
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Atlantic tuna travel through many juridical zones, as well as the high seas, proper
conservation can only be accomplished through international management regimes
such as the IATTC or the subject of this hearing, the International Commission for
the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas.
The United States should be proud of its role as the world leader in the conserva-

tion and management of the highly migratory species, tuna, and should continue in
this role by supporting ICCAT through passage of H.R. 6310.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Steele, do you have a statement?
Mr. STEELE. I don't have a statement, Mr. Chairman. I would

like, with your permission, sir, to respond to some of the colloquy
that has taken place previous today, if that's all right.
Mr. BREAUX. That's fine.
Mr. STEELE. I'm particularly concerned about some of the points

Mr. Studds has made. Mr. Studds has engaged with various repre-
sentatives of the tuna industry over the last few years in very
similar discussions based on some of the very similar points of
disagreement.
Let me say that I think, hopefully, it will be recognized that,

really, we are truly interested in a conservation program for bill-
fish, or for any other migratory fishes, that we can all agree that
there is only way to achieve that, and that is through an interna-
tional conservation regime that does not seek to conserve these
highly migratory species by building artificial fences in the ocean.
Now, if we think for one instant that we can have an impact on

conserving the bluefin off the Atlantic coast when we are told that
the portion of that habitat over which we have control is less than
5 percent, if we were to take this position, Mr. Chairman, it is our
belief that all we're doing is to invite international chaos, to invite
all of the countries through which, whose waters these fish swim
during a certain part of their life cycle, to go out and catch those
without regard to conservation, and to take such a parochial view-
point in insisting that we through just controlling 5 percent of the
range of this fish can affect an international conservation program,
I submit is not very realistic.
Now, I would also submit that there have been other fishery

councils quite apart from those who have been referred to previous
in this hearing—and I refer specifically to a recent action taken by
the Pacific and Western Pacific Councils—the Scientific and Statis-
tical Committee of those two councils suggested, and I think—I
know the industry would support this—we further note that bill-
fishes are highly migratory in nature and require broad interna-
tional attention to assure conservation of the resources.
The Scientific and Statistical Committee of these two commis-

sions recommends that the Council bring this view to the attention
of the Secretary of Commerce with the aim of establishing mecha-
nisms for attaining international management of the billfish fisher-
ies.
Mr. Studds has said that we are alone. We and Japan and four

other countries are alone in the recognition that the only way to
effectively conserve, if conservation is what we want, is to do it on
an international basis; and that we in this country or in no other
countries throughout this world have the right to erect barriers in
the sea that the fish will observe, and thus to conserve. And I
would hope that we will move consistently forward with the recog-
nition that is built in the FCMA that has been attested to by those
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countries who have had more experience in fishing migratory spe-
cies than any other countries; namely, Japan and the United
States, in a manner that will truly conserve the migratory species,
not only tuna, but billfish as well.
Mr. BREAUX. Let me ask the question, if international agreement

is the way to manage this species, why isn't it working better in
this area?
Mr. STEELE. Well, I would say that perhaps we should put more

effort in this area, Mr. Chairman. The international cooperation
route is one that is not as easy, but in this instance it is the only
one that is available to us. As you know, we've heard criticisms, for
example, on the international conservation regimes of the Intera-
merican Tropical Pacific Area. Now, I think that most people,
while we have had problems, while we certainly have had the fines
that Mr. Studds has referred to, while we certainly had the sei-
zures, on balance, the conservation program that is intact in the
Interamerican Tropical Pacific Area still stands out as one of the
finest conservation programs in the resultant savings of fish than
we have ever had in the history of the world's fisheries.
Now, this has required a tremendous amount of effort, a tremen-

dous amount of expenditure of time by the Department of State,
and the Department of Commerce, in the industry involved; and I
would submit to you, sir, that is those people in this country who
are genuinely interested in conserving billfish would cause through
their Members of Congress in committees such as this, to mount on
a comprehensive international billfish conservation program, I
think it would perhaps be as successful as some of the successes
which I insist we have enjoyed in other international conservation
programs. It's not going to be easy, but in our judgment, it is the
only alternative.
Mr. BREAUX. Would you state for the subcommittee's record,

what is the opinion of the industry that you gentlemen represent
as to what the effect would be if we took the step of placing the
bluefin under U.S. management?
Mr. STEELE. In my opinion—and I'll let Mr. Bowland speak for

himself—is really very much in the same way that Mr. Busby
stated it.
I think that it would, quite frankly, undermine and erode forever

the juridical position on which we base the ability for us to either
catch or conserve all tunas.
Let me point out, that a very important part of the FCMA is the

embargo provision wherein we use the U.S. market, or the threat
of withdrawing that market, as the motivation for securing inter-
national cooperation for a management program for tunas in the
Western Pacific.
Now, if we were to remove that, we remove the embargo provi-

sion, we remove the fishermen's protective pack, and then it's dog-
eat-dog; we no longer have the ability to use the threat of taking
away the U.S. market as a motivation to get other countries to
enter in and to continue participation in international conservation
programs.
So, I think that if we were either to do one of two things, to

remove bluefin, or certainly to take and remove the tuna exemp-
tion, not only are we signing the death knell to the ability of U.S.-
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based boats to catch tuna, but we are also eliminating what little
bit of motivation we still have left in the international community
for the conservation of all tunas.
Now, you mentioned earlier in the hearing, Mr. Chairman, you

asked what percent of the tuna caught, what does that relatively
speaking, amount to?
You, I know, know the tuna industry as a whole accounts for

about 30 percent of all the food fish landings by volume, and 32
percent by value, and that bluefin represents--
Mr. BREAUX. Thirty percent of the fish landed are tuna?
Mr. STEELE. By volume--
Mr. BREAUX. And 32 percent by value?
Mr. STEELE. By value are tuna. And of that, seven-tenths of 1

percent is bluefin.
Now, really what we're talking about here, I would submit, Mr.

Chairman, is truly the tip of the tail wagging the dog; and I would
also point out—I'm sometimes very amused at the popular charac-
terization of a recreational fishery, when we found out that a
significant, if not most, of the giant bluefin that are caught by our
recreational fishing interests in the New England area, are export-
ed as food fish to Japan. So, I just want to make sure that the
record is clear that we're not talking about sports fishermen versus
commercial fishermen. We're just talking about two types of com-
mercial fishing industries.
Mr. BREAUX. Thank you, gentlemen.
Mr. FORSYTHE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Including the gulf bluefin, and let's try and use that phrase if we

don't agree that there is a western and an eastern stock, would be
sufficient to upset the whole Pacific Tuna Convention?
Mr. BOWLAND. I think that including any species of tuna under

the FCMA would erode our position, our international position. It's
one of the things that I think many of the countries have been
waiting for us to do this, so they could have a much stronger
bargaining position on our international negotiations; and whether
it be in one small area at all, once we include tunas, again as
George said, we would lose the embargo provisions, the protection
under the FPA, and basically, be hypocritical in our approach to
tuna. So, you have to either include them all, or keep them all
excluded.
Mr. FORSYTHE. We heard, and it's in the record today, that five

U.S. boats have moved their flag to Mexico; and there have been
previous transfers. Is this trend going to continue to grow even if
there is no change in the FCMA regarding tuna?
Mr. BOWLAND. In the transfer of the vessels listed in the paper

today—my knowledge is from the article in the paper, also—that I
think what you're seeing is boatowners—Mr. Gann in particular
has a large fleet, and I think that it probably has many causes
behind this transfer. I think one of them is probably what is going
to happen to the MMPA, what is going to happen with the negotia-
tions in the eastern tropical Pacific; and I think when he adds
them all together, he has to look at what he has invested in a fleet,
and should he wait to see what happens more or less like shooting
craps, or shall he get on with it and change flags now, because he
might not have any faith left in what the U.S. Government is going



40

to do as far as protecting distant water fishery. But you would have
to ask Mr. Gann. I have no idea.
Mr. STEELE. Mr. Forsythe, I'd like to comment additionally on

that response.
I agree essentially with Jack. I would simply say, Mr. Gann, and

I'm sure every other owner of a fleet of individual tuna boats in
this country are very concerned with what they perceive to be the
lack of investment in operating climate provided the U.S. Govern-
ment in one instance—and I'm speaking specifically of the Nation-
al Marine Service, the Fishery Service with respect to the tuna-
porpoise problem; also the subject which Mr. Studds has referred
to, the access problem. You are a man sitting there with a $7 or $8
million vessel; you see what you perceive to be not the most effec-
tive action by the Department of State in guaranteeing your access.
You see people within the U.S. Congress suggesting that maybe

we do away with the migratory species exception of tuna, and
maybe we do away with the Fishermen's Protective Act such as
Mr. McCloskey has suggested in this very committee; you see the
Director of the National Marine Fisheries Service coming out with
proposed regulations which will only continue and increase the
harassment of doing business as an American citizen on an Ameri-
can-flag vessel; you see diesel fuel approaching 90 to 97 cents a
gallon; you see 20 cent diesel fuel in Mexico; you see promised
unlimited access in Mexico, and we all know that all the Mexicans
have to do is to make a statement that they aren't going to kill any
porpoises and they're going to be good boys, and they're going to
apply by everything the Department of State says, "Fine, bless
them," and that's all she wrote.
Now, if you, as an operator of a tuna vessel were looking at that

investment in operating climate, Mr. Congressman, I think you
might have the same second thoughts of Mr. Gann; and unfortu-
nately—and believe me, I don't want to see this happen, and I
know Mr. Bowland doesn't, or tbe organizations we represent—
unfortunately, I'm afraid that Mr. Gann is only the first drop in
the bucket.
Mr. FORSYTHE. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. BREAUX. Do you have any questions?
Mr. STUDDS. Oh, a few.
Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Studds is recognized.
Mr. STUDDS. Thank you.
It's great to see you folks again.
Do I understand you to say that the landings of tuna constitute

32 percent of U.S. fisheries landings by value?
Mr. BOWLAND. Food fish.
Mr. STUDDS. Food fish, yes.
Mr. STEELE. We're not including industrial products.
Mr. STUDDS. Now, of that 32 percent—we're just talking about

value, percentage by value—what percent are landed by the boats
based in California?
Mr. BOWLAND. I couldn't answer that question--
Mr. STUDDS [continuing]. With any degree of precision.

,
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Mr. BOWLAND [continuing]. Because our landings out—it would
be very difficult. I'd have to break it out, because you're talking
Puerto Rico, and San Diego, and San Pedro, and it would be--
Mr. STUDDS. Well, San Pedro and San Diego are both in Califor-

nia.
Mr. BOWLAND. Right, southern California.
Mr. STEELE. It's substantial in Puerto Rico, too, Mr. Studds.
Mr. STUDDS. Are we talking about over half in the California

base fleet?
Mr. BOWLAND. No, I would say—with the landings, I would have

to put it at probably 60, 62 percent landed in southern California,
and the rest is landed in Puerto Rico. It may be a little higher than
that.
Mr. STUDDS. Sixty percent, roughly, in southern California, and

maybe a little higher; the rest in Puerto Rico?
So, you fellows have had some good times.
You can imagine what I'm going to say to you. I mean, you were

before this committee 7, 6, 5 years ago predicting the demise of
your industry if we enacted the Fisheries Conservation and Man-
agement Act. I'm surprised to see you still in business.
Mr. STEELE. Well, unfortunately, Mr. Studds, I'm afraid that we

were prophetic; and I'm afraid we're getting to the point of being
pathetic in--
Mr. STUDDS. Yes, but depending on what suits you, you come in

here and tell us what a whopping percentage of the industry you
are; and then 10 minutes later you tell us what a disaster you're in.
I mean, you know, you look healthy to me.
Mr. BOWLAND. I think what we're trying to say is that we'd like

to protect and maintain that--
Mr. STUDDS. Oh, I understand, I understand.
Mr. BOWLAND [continuing]. For the American people.
Mr. STEELE. And hopefully the people that consume tuna in this

country would like to have that tuna caught and landed in the
United States by U.S. fishermen.
Mr. BREAUX. Would the gentleman yield?
Mr. STUDDS. Certainly.
Mr. BREAUX. I think that what he is stating is that being 100

percent of a disaster is worse than being 50 percent of a disaster.
Mr. STUDDS. Yes, of course.
I had tuna for lunch, myself, today, this very day.
Let me just point out that you make my point in a certain

respect.
What is the average cost of a new vessel in the California tuna

fishery, the distant water fishery?
Mr. BOWLAND. We have 580 boats that we consider distant water

fisheries that participate in the albacore.
Mr. STUDDS. What do the larger ones cost?
Mr. BOWLAND. The large, the purse seiners, I know those are the

ones you're talking about, have to be in the neighborhood of
around 8.5.
Mr. STUDDS. $8.5 million?
Mr. BOWLAND. Yes, sir.
Mr. STUDDS. Well, when you speak somewhat derogatorily—I

don't mean that derogatorily—but when you speak disparagingly of
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the 0.7 percent of the catch by value, which is Atlantic bluefin
tuna, have you no heart? These are not people on $8.5 million
boats. However, they are people whose livelihood depends on this.
In many cases, they are extremely small operators. They do not
have galleys. They do not have wall-to-wall carpeting in their
staterooms. They do not have French chefs aboard their vessels.
You know, it's a different kind of a world, but they are people who
make a living this way.
Mr. BOWLAND. Mr. Studds--
Mr. STUDDS. They are not corporations.
Mr. BOWLAND [continuing]. I joined United States Tuna Founda-

tion in May of 1979. I was formerly the general manager of the
Western Fishboat Owners Association, which is San Diego based.
However, we represented 580 to 590 vessels from San Diego to

Seattle that were basically involved in the albacore fishery, which I
know exactly what you're speaking about. These are what we
considered, in a way, mom and pop organizations. They might be a
little larger than the east coast boats. The average size was 57½
feet, and they could carry approximately 35 tons of frozen tuna;
and they basically fished for albacore. We also had 42 boats called
bait boats that fished out of San Diego; they fished albacore, and
skipjack and yellowfin. To a man, the people out there, the mom
and pop, the small boats, they feel the same way. They do not want
tunas under the FCMA.
Mr. STUDDS. Is there any foreign fishing for albacore off the coast

of California?
Mr. BOWLAND. Yes, the Canadians fish off of Oregon, Washing-

ton. They fished as far south as Eureka. I assume that the Mexi-
cans will be fishing albacore--
Mr. STUDDS. But they're not yet.
Mr. BOWLAND. Not yet, but they--
Mr. STUDDS. Does wonders to one's perspective as to whether or

not one encounters foreign vessels in what one perceives to be one's
own traditional waters.
Mr. BOWLAND. Oh, yes. Like I said, the Canadians--
Mr. STUDDS. OK, I guess this the long way in my way of taking

quite umbrage at your beginning of your testimony by saying, "On
behalf of the U.S. tuna industry—," I don't think you consulted
that 0.7 percent that is in the Northeastern part of the country.
Mr. STEELE. Mr. Studds, may I respond to your inquiry?
Mr. STUDDS. Yes.
Mr. STEELE. I certainly—I want the record to be abundantly clear

that I'm not speaking disparagingly at all of the seven-tenths of 1
percent. One of the points that we're trying to make is, that in our
judgment, the way to insure the continued viability and the in-
creased yields of those persons who are pursuing that seven-tenths
of 1 percent is not to try to do it with control of 5 percent of the
range, but to pursue an aggressive international conservation pro-
gram which I think will accomplish what you, Mr. Studds, are
after, and what we're after.
Mr. STUDDS. I understand what you're saying. The fact of the

matter is that segment of the industry does not agree with you,
and you are not speaking for them, obviously, when you say—I
think you started off, Mr. Bowland, by saying "Tuna would be
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opposed—" I think the record should reflect equally clear that
you're not referring to this fish, themselves, when you say that;
because I suspect if we polled the tuna, they would probably be in
favor of less Japanese catch. So, you speak neither for the tuna in
that sense, nor for the relatively humble portion of the industry
which can be found in the Northeastern part of the country.
Now, how would you feel about coastal State enforcement of

ICCAT regulations?
Mr. BOWLAND. No, I think that we have to have the flag coun-

tries enforce their own regulations.
Mr. STUDDS. Why is that?
Mr. BOWLAND. I think that when you start looking at having

foreign enforcement on U.S. flag, or U.S. enforcement on a highly
migratory species, I just don't think it's going to sell.
Mr. STUDDS. Why not if it's pursuant to internationally agreed

upon regulations? That's what we supposedly did for years under
various treaties, including ICNAT, for the northwest Atlantic.
Mr. STEELE. Again, I think we've been through this for these

many years, and sometimes it's worked effectively; and I would
agree with you, Mr. Studds, that sometimes allegedly it has not
worked effectively. I can only say the one regime that I know and
have been personally involved in for over 20 years is in the IATTC.
I'm sure that there's probably been some slippage there; but by and
large, it has been an effective program; and I do not think that it is
feasible—again, we're dealing with highly migratory species, fast-
moving fishing, to have to put into port, for example, and go
through all the mish-mash, we get into, you can appreciate as a
lawyer, the legal jurisdiction--
Mr. STUDDS. Let the record be clear, I am not a lawyer. I have

enough problems defending my integrity without--
Mr. STEELE. I think you can appreciate the problems that would

be inherent in each individual coastal State having jurisdiction
over enforcement of an international regime; and you continue to
refer to ICNAT, I think there are other international programs
that have a very good record of success. I think it could be
achievable if we put our minds to it on an international bill-fishery
regime.
Mr. STUDDS. You realize I was not a friend of ICNAT as an

example of a historic--
Mr. STEELE. Yes, I know that. I'm well aware of that, sir.
Mr. STUDDS. You're aware that the current negotiating text for

the law of the sea, what it says on this subject?
Mr. STEELE. Yes, I am, sir.
Mr. STUDDS. Well, you'll be relieved to know that I agree with

you that is is not appropriate at this time in spite of the implied
suggestion of the Department of State a few moments ago to
remove the exemption for all highly migratory species, simply
because the international community seems to be agreeing under
article 61 that the coastal States shall determine the allowable
catch of the living resources in its exclusive economic zone; simply
because of that, I nonetheless agree with you that it would be at
least premature at this time for us to move to do away with our
entire exemption.
Mr. STEELE. We appreciate your support, sir.
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Mr. STUDDS. May I point out, however, that we still didn't get
your support in the 94th Congress even though we put that exemp-
tion in there; but I'm delighted to see that your predictions were
wrong and that you've still got 32 percent—and I'll bet you've got
even more percent of the fishery by value in this country, and you
seem to be prospering in adversity. I commend you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Gentlemen, we thank you for your appearance before Johnny

and Jerry show here, and look forward to working with you in the
future.
With that the committee will be in recess until further call of

the Chair.
[The following was received for the record:]

STATEMENT OF HON. BALTASAR CORRADA, RESIDENT COMMISSIONER OF PUERTO
RICO

I wish to express the deep concern and opposition of Governor Romero and myself
to the Amendment proposed by my honorable friend and colleague Gerry Studds.
While he and I agree on most matters I must register my disagreement with his
proposal unilaterally to place Atlantic Blue Fin Tuna under U.S. management in
our 200 mile control zone.
As is well known, the Fisheries Management Control Act specifically places tuna

as a highly migratory species, under international management. Unilateral action
could, and probably would, lead rapidly to other countries placing yellowfin, skip-
jack and other tuna under exclusive management while migrating through their
own 200 mile zones. In turn, this action would lead not only to additional restric-
tions on U.S. vessels fishing in foreign zones, but to multiplied seizures of our
vessels.
Pursuant to the Fisheries Management Protection and Fisherman's Protective

Acts such seizures of U.S. vessels contrary to U.S. law would require placing an
embargo on imports of tuna from offending countries.
Puerto Rico is a party to current judicial hearings concerning new regulations

proposed to halt U.S. and foreign purse seiners from setting on northern offshore
spotted porpoise to catch yellowfin tuna. We have urged reconsideration of the
scientific findings and proposed regulations to assure continued fishing as well as
satisfactory protection for this porpoise stock, which is increasing.
Our deep interest both in the proposed amendment by Mr. Stubbs and proposed

regulations rests on the great importance of Puerto Rico's tuna canning industry to
employment, income and production on the Island.
There are now three tuna packing plants in Ponce and four in Mayaguez belong-

ing to five U.S. companies. A total of 6,459 people are employed and this represents
42 percent of all manufacturing and employment in Puerto Rico. As you can see
from the table below, tuna canning employment totals 1,937 out of 13,800 in Ponce
manufacturing and 4,612 out of 13,900 people in Mayaguez manufacturing.

City

Total
Population employ-

1976 ment,
average November

1979

Manufactur- Tuna canning employment
October 1979in,

empfoy-
ment, 1979 Total Female

Unemploy-
ment,

January
1979

(percent)

Ponce  279,200 57,300 13,800 1,937 1,050 16.8Mayaguez  149,600 41,400 13,900 4,612 2,561 10.7

The annual payroll is now $44.7 million and hourly earnings average $3.74. In
1978, according to the NMFS Processed Fishery Products Annual Summary, the
value of Puerto Rico's production of tuna canned for human consumption, pet food,
fish meal and oil was $587.5 million representing more than 10 percent of our
shipments to the U.S.
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Our tuna canners represent 40 percent of U.S. production. Our annual capacity is
297,000 short tons. The factories are operating 28 percente below capacity because of
current raw material shortages, which we hope represent only periodic world-wide
fluctuations. In 1979, landing in Puerto Rico of light and white meat tuna totaled
223,454 short tons. Of this 51,575 short tons was white meat albacore tuna (almost
entirely from foreign sources) and 180,879 tons was light meat, 67 percent imported
and 33 percent from U.S. domestic landings.

It is clear that any action which threatens an assured supply of raw tuna
threatens our canning industry.
As Mr. Jose R. Madera pointed out in his March 1980 written testimony for the

Judicial Hearings (which is attached), even a 20 percent reduction in raw material
would severely curtail plant utilization, reduce employment by 1,300 jobs and prob-
ably force the closure of two out of seven plants. Greater reductions in supply would
threaten additional plant closures. Curtailment of Puerto Rican production will
sharply reduce canned tuna supply to U.S. consumers, increase prices and further
exacerbate the U.S. inflation. Continued raw materials restrictions could mean the
end of the tuna canning industry in Puerto Rico.

Considering the current 17 percent unemployment rate in Puerto Rico and the
need both to avoid further unemployment and rapidly to increase employment
opportunities, I strongly urge the Committee to reject my honorable colleague's
proposed amendment to place Atlantic Blue Tuna unilaterally under U.S. manage-
ment.

STATEMENT OF JOSE R. MADERA

My name is Jose R. Madera. I am the Administrator of the Puerto Rico Economic
Development Administration, known as FOMENTO. This is the agency of the Gov-
ernment of Puerto Rico responsible for carrying out our industrialization program,
the highest priority program aimed at reducing unemployment, increasing skill
levels, and in turn, income levels of our workers.
I appear on behalf of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico:
(1) To explain the context, history, fundamental problems and current circum-

stances concerning Puerto Rico's economic development including continuing severe
unemployment, and the great importance of viable tuna industry to Puerto Rico and
the United States.
(2) To urge careful reassessment of the August 1979 Study of Porpoise Stocks

(S.O.P.S.) workshop results which indicate the depletion of northern offshore spotted
porpoise stocks, in order to avoid a possible premature or incorrect regulatory
decision based on uncertainties in scientific data and their interpretation.
(3) To point out that if NMFS finds that foreign purse seiners are fishing on

porpoise for yellowfin tuna contrary to U.S. regulations, findings and foreign certifi-
cation, it must halt yellowfin import shipments originating in non-complying vessels
or countries, thus reducing industry supplies.
(4) To point out that a shift toward school fishing within 200 miles of foreign

shores could lead to additional seizures of U.S. vessels contrary to law, leading to
embargoes of Tuna imports from such countries, thus further reducing industry
supplies;
(5) To urge that the administrative law judge's decision and recommendations

concerning the proposed regulations take into account and, to the extent permitted
by law, avoid severe adverse effects on Puerto Rico and its tuna industry.

OUR REALITY—POPULATION, UNEMPLOYMENT AND NEED FOR JOBS

Our testimony is directed to the proposed changes of regulations to implement the
Marine Mammal Protection Act as they affect purse seine fishing for yellowfin tuna
in the Tropical Eastern Pacific Ocean.
The unique problem of employment in Puerto Rico is most sensitive because our

jobless rate is triple that of the mainland U.S.A.-17.4 percent versus 5.9 percent.
Due to natural increases and changing migration patterns, Puerto Rico's popula-

tion has grown rapidly. Despite our industrialization program, we continuously face
the task of creating sufficient job opportunities to overcome job losses and increas-
ing job demands. The rapid increase in population and labor force combined with
the effects of the 1974-75 economic recession and rising oil prices of the last seven
years have magnified our problems.
Our task is enormous even more so because of the threat of reduced raw materi-

als supplies (Tuna) for our tuna industry.
Our tuna industry started back in 1953. As of today, it is composed of three

packing plants in Ponce, and four in Mayaguez, belonging to five U.S. companies.

66-489 0-80--4
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This industry is conforming with Environmental Protection Agency regulations and
policies as well as with local governmental requirements, and had reached the size
indicated below in October 1979.

Number of direct jobs:
In Ponce region  1,937
In Mayaguez region  4,612

Total  6,549
Annual payroll (million)  $44.7
Average hourly earnings  $3.74

TUNA SHIPPED TO THE UNITED STATES
[All figures in millions]

Pounds Dollars

1972 to 1973 235.1 214.0
1973 to 1974 231.6 233.4
1974 to 1975 229.4 248.8
1975 to 1976 221.3 226.3
1976 to 1977 233.6 290.7
1977 to 1978 254.8 371.3
1978 to 1979 283.9 421.5

The tuna industry in Puerto Rico provides 4.2 percent of the total manufacturing
employment on the Island. The value of tuna shipped to the States in fiscal year
1979 exceed $421 millions, or 8.3 percent of our total value of shipments to the
U.S.A.
The industry's overall impact on the economy of Puerto Rico is considerable. Let

us look at some facts. Net income from direct jobs amounts to almost $44.7 million.
While its importance for the Puerto Rico economy as a whole is great, it is more
important for the local economies of the two home cities for the industry, Ponce and
Mayaguez, third and sixth largest cities, respectively.

City

Total
Population Employ-
1975 ment,

average November
1979

Tuna canning employment,Manufactur- Unemploy-October 1979er's ment,
Employment January

1979 Total Female 1979

Ponce 279,200 57,300 13,800 1,937 1,050 16.8
Mayaguez 149,600 41,400 13,900 4,612 2,561 10.7

Puerto Rico produces 40 percent of the canned tuna consumed in the U.S.A. Our
production capacity is 297,000 short tons, nearly 50 percent of that of the entire
nation, yet our factories are operating at 28 percent below capacity for lack of the
basic raw materials—tuna. In 1979 foreign sources supplied 67 percent of our raw
tuna.
Based on the National Marine Fisheries Market News Service, light meat, raw

tuna imports into Puerto Rico during the last four fiscal years were as follows:

LIGHT MEAT SHORT TONS

1979 1978 1977 1976

Domestic:
Bluefin  555 278 217 154
Skipjack 29,351 43,422 19,836 32,650
Yellowfin-Bigeye 29,159 29,993 41,778 54,207

Total domestic 59,065 73,693 61,831 87,011
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LIGHT MEAT SHORT TONS—Continued

1979 1978 1977 1976

Foreign:
Skipjack 88,050 112,873 75,225 76,193
Yellowfin-Bigeye 33,764 37,369 44,791 39,703

Note.—For total of foreign and all lightmeat, see appendix A, page 1.

Tuna landings of light meat (yellowfin and skipjack) by U.S. flag purse seiners
represent 33 percent of the Puerto Rican 1979 tuna supply. Imports supply the 67
percent difference.
According to the NMFS Draft Environmental Impact Statement (page 25) yellow-

fin represent 62 percent and skipjack 38 percent of tuna caught by U.S. flag vessels
in the Eastern Tropical Pacific.

ESTIMATED EFFECT OF PROPOSED REGULATIONS ON PUERTO RICO

The proposed regulation changes would affect a large percent of yellowfin and
skipjack domestic landings and imports into Puerto Rico because both U.S. and
foreign flag vessels must comply with these regulations. Historically, 50 percent of
all yellowfin tuna comes from the Eastern Tropical Pacific. According to tuna
industry estimates and 1979 data (See Appendix A, Page 5) at best U.S. flag
landings could be reduced by 13 percent and imports by 7 percent for a combined
reduction of 20 percent. At worst, industry expects a loss of about 40 percent of tuna
supplies including more than 25 percent of domestic tuna landing and more than 14
percent of tuna imports into Puerto Rico.
We believe that only a 20 percent reduction in raw materials means that (1) plant

utilization would be severely curtailed-possibly two out of seven plants could close
(2) direct employment would be reduced by about 1,300 jobs, (3) shipments to the
U.S.A. market would decline to $324 millions, (4) canned tuna prices in the U.S.
market would rise since Puerto Rico produces 40 percent of U.S. canned tuna.
The expected reduction in U.S. canned tuna supplies from reduced Puerto Rican

production alone, could reach eight percent. This represents the minimum damage
to our tuna industry from the proposed regulations. Obviously, further reductions in
supply increase the likelihood of plants operating below breakeven, increasing the
probability of closures and drastic reductions in employment.
Continued restrictions to our raw tuna availability could be the beginning of the

end for the Puerto Rico tuna canning industry.
During the first half of 1977, the United States tuna fishing fleet did not engage

in tuna fishing in a normal manner because of legal uncertainty and industry and
congressional concern about federal regulations on porpoise killing. Because of this,
by the second week in March, most of the United States tuna fleet returned to port.
As a result, imports of tuna fish into Puerto Rico were drastically reduced from 31
million pounds in January 1, 1977, to 16 million pounds in February, and 14 million
pounds in March. In April the tuna industry basically returned to normal; 33
million pounds being imported. One of our tuna plants was forced to lay off over
1,200 workers because of a shortage of raw materials. As of May 1977 employment
in this industry amounted to 4,383 jobs, or 2, 411 below the December 1976 figure of
6,794.

If U.S. flag tuna vessels are driven out of the Eastern Tropical Pacific, our tuna
industry will become more dependent on foreign import of raw tuna. A major point
of conjecture is whether foreign caught tuna can be counted on to replace domestic
imports. Restrictions imposed by the proposed regulations on foreign vessels such as
certifications and technical documentation, will probably serve as a deterrent to
suppling Puerto Rico.
As NMFS points out on pages 55 thru 57 of the DEIS, it is illegal to import any

fish caught contrary to U.S. regulations concerning incidental taking of marine
mannals during commercial fishing. It appears clear that NMFS must go well
beyond finding concerning foreign fishing gear and techniques and certification to
establish whether in fact countries are in compliance with U.S. requirements. If not,
it appears clear that shipments originating in non-complying vessels must be halted.
Absence of even an interim Inter-American Tropical Tuna committee (IATTC) man-
agement agreement is a discouraging factor concerning further progress in compli-
ance with U.S. fishing regulations concerning yellowfin imports.
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As the Draft Environmental Impact points out (Item d, page 71), supplies may be
further reduced by import embargoes placed on countries seizing U.S. vessels con-
trary to U.S. law.
We believe that the environmental impact statement under emphasized the ad-

verse effects of their proposed regulations on the economic life of Puerto Rico. As a
minimum, twenty percent reduction in supplies could represent the loss of 1300
direct jobs, but it could very well mark the end of our tuna industry. The final loss
of directly related jobs alone could rise to more than 6000.

CONCLUSIONS

Having explained the fundamental problems and circumstances effecting Puerto
Rico's economic development, the continuing severe unemployment and the great
importance of a viable tuna industry, I urge a careful reassessment of the August
1979 S.O.P.S. workshop results to avoid a possible premature or incorrect regulatory
decision based on uncertainties in the scientific data and its interpretation.
In addition, if NMFS finds that foreign purse seiners are fishing on porpoise for

yellowfin tuna contrary to U.S. regulations, it must also halt yellowfin import
shipments originating from non-complying vessels or countries, thus further reduc-
ing industry raw material. This would raise prices, cause plant shutdowns, employee
layoffs and reduce industry and employee purchases which would bear adversely on
the public and private sectors in Puerto Rico.

It must be recognized that the deterioration of an important source of our employ-
ment would result in severe economic hardships. The proposed fishing regulations
may strangle our tuna canning industry. The foregoing depressing scenarios could
become a reality as a direct result of the decision reached in this proceeding based
on what appears to be doubtful porpoise population estimates.
To avoid this most critical threat to our workforce, and to our socio-economic well

being, we suggest that efforts be intensified to achieve international agreements
among the fishing nations to adopt uniformly and as rapidly as possible proven
porpoise saving techniques. We hope this will be done and that continued research
of improved techniques for tuna catching be adopted, so that worldwide porpoise
mortality is reduced to its lowest possible rate with due consideration of the eco-
nomic impact of these regulations on Puerto Rico and the remaining United States.

TUNA INDUSTRY STATISTICS FOR THE COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO
[Landings—all sources, in short tons and percent, light meat tuna species]

1979 1978 1977 1976

LIGHT MEAT TONS
Domestic:

Bluefin  555 278 217 154
Skipjack  29,351 43,422 19,836 32,650
Yellowfin-Bigeye 29,159 29,993 41,778 54,207

Total domestic 59,065 73,693 61,831 87,011

Foreign:
Skipjack  88,050 112,873 75,225 76,193
Yellowfin-Bigeye 33,764 37,369 44,791 39,703

Total foreign 121,814 150,242 120,016 115,876

Total light meat tuna  180,879 223,932 181,847 202,907

LIGHT MEAT PERCENTAGE
Domestic:

Bluefin  0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1
Skipjack  16.2 19.4 10.9 16.1
Yellowfin-Bigeye 16.1 13.4 23.0 25.7

Total domestic 32.7 32.9 34.0 42.9

Foreign:
Skipjack  48.7 50.4 41.5 37.6
Yellowfin-Bigeye 18.6 16.7 24.5 19.5

Total foreign 67.3 67.1 66.0 57.1
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TUNA INDUSTRY STATISTICS FOR THE COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO-Continued
[Landings-all sources, in short tons and percent, light meat tuna species'

1979 1978 1977 1976

Total light meat tuna   100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: NMFS Market News Service.

TUNA INDUSTRY STATISTICS FOR THE COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO
[Landings-White Meat and White Meat Tunas]

1979 1978 1977 1976

Light meat:
SHORT TONS

Domestic 56,065 73,693 61,831 87,021
Foreign 121,814 150,242 120,016 115,896

Total  180,879 223,935 181,847 202,907

White meat:
Domestic 12 3 2 2
Foreign 57,563 64,433 48,436 47,252

Total  57,575 64,436 49,438 47,254

Combined 232,454 288,371 230,335 250,161

PERCENTAGE
Light meat:

Domestic 25.4 25.6 26.8 34.8
Foreign 52.4 52.1 52.1 46.3

Total  77.8 77.7 78.9 81.1

White meat:
Domestic 
Foreign 22.2 22.3 21.1 18.9

Total  22.2 22.3 21.1 18.9

Combined 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: NMFS Market News Service.

TUNA INDUSTRY STATISTICS FOR THE COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO
[Landings of light meat tuna by purse seine; vessels-domestic and foreign; 1979 estimate in short tons]

Tons Light meat
percentage

All meat
percentage

LIGHT MEAT

Domestic landings 64,065 32.7 25.4
Foreign imports:

Estimated purse seine 33,580 18.6 14.4
Others which may include some purse seine landings 88,234 48.7 38.0

Total  185,879 100.0 77.8

WHITE MEAT

Domestic landings 12
Foreign imports 61,663 22.2

Total  61,675 22.2

All species 232,454 100.0
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Tuna Industry Statistics for the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico

[Tuna and byproducts processing; employment and value of processed products 19781

Employment for year 1978:
Total for all establishments in Continental United States, Hawaii,
American Samoa, and Puerto Rico  67,221

Puerto Rico only  6,837
Puerto Rico percentage of total  11.95

Value of production 1978: Puerto Rico  $387,478,000

Source: Processed Fishery Products Annual Summary 1978—Current Fishery Statistics No.
7803.

Tuna industry statistics for the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico

[Worst case/best case under proposed porpoise regulation]

Worst case—loss of purse seine production:
la. Loss of domestic purse seine landings representing percent of
1979 production 

lb. Loss of foreign purse seine shipments representing percent of
1979 production 

25.4

14.4

Total loss of raw material  39.8

2. Year-round employment 6,837 x 39.8 percent (1978) equals 
3. Value of shipments (1978) $687,478,000 x 39.8 x 90 percent equals

$210,435,000.

Best case—loss of 50 percent of purse seine production:
la. Loss of 50 percent of domestic purse seine landings 
lb. Loss of 50 percent of foreign purse seine shipment 

2,721

12.7
7.2

Total loss of raw material  19.9
2. Year-round employment 6,837 x 19.9 percent equals  1,361
3. Value of shipments 687,473,000 x 19.9 percent x 90 percent

equals $105,217,000.

[Whereupon, at 3:35 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned sub-
ject to call by the Chair.]



ATLANTIC BLUEFIN TUNA CONSERVATION
OVERSIGHT

THURSDAY, MAY 1, 1980

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES,

Washington, D.C.
The committee met at 2:23 p.m., in room 1334, Longworth House

Office Building, Hon. John M. Murphy, chairman, presiding.
Present: Representatives Murphy, Forsythe, Anderson, Studds,

Breaux, Oberstar, Hughes, Donnelly, and Evans of Delaware.
Staff present: Ned P. Everett, George J. Mannina, Jr., Martin D.

Howell, and Bernard Winfield.
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.
We have assembled here this afternoon a number of experts

representing the Department of State, the Department of Com-
merce, sports fishermen, commercial fishermen, the tuna industry,
and the public. The experts assembled represent every facet of the
tuna fishing industry.
The tuna issue is a broad one and in considering this issue we

must realize there are 13 different species—ranging from the thun-
nus alalunga or albacore, to the auxis rochei or bullet mackerel.
Somewhere in between these two is the species with which our
hearings are concerned today, the bluefin tuna—specifically the
northern bluefin tuna or thunnus thynnus.
The northern bluefin tuna is found in subtropical and temperate

waters of the Atlantic and North Pacific Oceans and the Mediter-
ranean and Black Seas. Commercial surface fisheries exist in the
Eastern and Western Atlantic and Pacific and in the Mediterra-
nean and Black Seas. This species is of major recreational impor-
tance in the Western Atlantic where giant tuna are sought and are
highly prized as trophies. Any fish over 300 pounds is considered to
be a giant and the world all-tackle record is a 1,235 pound bluefin
tuna taken in 1978 off Canada. Very nearly all of these giants
taken in the recreational fisheries off the east coast of the United
States and Canada are sold and air shipped to Japan where they
are considered to be a premium fish for sashimi.
The committee has been deluged with correspondence ranging

from postcards to dissertation urging me and the members of this
committee either to support or to oppose what is known as the
Studds amendment to H.R. 6310, legislation to authorize funding
for 3 additional years of the International Convention for the Con-
servation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT). This amendment, which was
considered and rejected by our Subcommittee on Fisheries and
Wildlife Conservation and the Environment, chaired by Mr.
Breaux, would make a permanent change to two acts, the Atlantic

(51)
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Tunas Convention Act and the Fishery Conservation and Manage-
ment Act of 1976, the so-called 200-mile law. The amendment
would have the effect of bringing the northern bluefin tuna or
thunnus thynnus under the control of the United States while it is
in the 200-mile zone of the United States.
The advocates of the amendment propound that ICCAT has not

worked; that the Atlantic bluefin tuna is not being properly man-
aged; and the only way U.S. recreational and commercial fisher-
men are going to be able to get their fair share of the catch each
year is to have the bluefin tuna managed by U.S. authorities while
it is in our waters. On the other hand, the opponents of the
amendment contend that the bluefin tuna is a highly migratory
species which migrates all over the Atlantic Ocean; it commingles
with other species of tuna which make it impossible to manage one
species of tuna without managing all species; that such highly
migratory species can be effectively managed only pursuant to an
International Convention such as ICCAT; and that for the United
States to manage the species unilaterally while it is only in the
200-mile zone of the United States is unworkable and will eventual-
ly lead to the demise of ICCAT, and the bluefin tuna.
In further explanation of this unique fishery, I should also point

out that the bluefin tuna catch is only seven-tenths of 1 percent of
our total tuna catch by value. Also I should point out that only 5
percent of the habitat of the Atlantic bluefin is in the U.S. 200-mile
zone and only about 15 percent of the Atlantic bluefin are harvest-
ed in our zone. Nevertheless, the bluefin tuna is of tremendous
importance to American fishermen, especially those of us living on
the Atlantic seaboard. My children and I have had many pleasant
excursions off the coast of New York and New Jersey wherein we
caught the bluefin tuna. I am proud to claim skippers of these
recreational boats as my close friends.
I know from my discussions with them and from statistics which

have been furnished to this committee that there has been a tre-
mendous decrease in the northern bluefin tuna populations in the
North Atlantic. In the Eastern North Atlantic region alone, over
150,000 giant bluefin tuna were taken annually in the peak years
during the mid-1950's. In contrast, annual catches plummeted
during the early seventies to only 1,800 fish.
The Western North Atlantic bluefin fishery declined drastically

through the 1960's and 1970's allegedly because of the shift of the
Japanese long-line tuna fishery from the Eastern to the Western
Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico areas.
An obvious focal point of our investigation and one of the points

on which we want to concentrate during this hearing is the effect
the Japanese long-line fishery is having on bluefin. This Japanese
fishery began in the Atlantic during 1956. In the early years, the
Japanese catch averaged only some 2,000 fish a year. In the years
1962 to 1965, the catches averaged about 60,000 fish per year.
Obviously these tremendous catches could not but decrease the
tuna populations especially when one notes that a majority of these
catches in the mid-1960's and in recent years were taken from the
Northwest Atlantic.
The reasons for the decreases in tuna populations is further

compounded by the fact that the scientists have not yet agreed
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whether in fact there is one, two, or even three stocks of bluefin
tuna. It is most important that this determination be made since
remedies to be taken will depend on habitats, migratory patterns,
traditional fishing practices, and the number of stocks involved.
Evidence I received from a visting group of Norwegian fish experts
indicated that of fish tagged in the North Atlantic, many had been
picked up off the coast of Norway, thereby adding to the
credence that it is one stock and not two or three.
Simply put, the situation is complex and there are no easy an-

swers. While I do not wish to preside over the demise of the U.S.
distant water tuna fishing industry, certainly as chairman of this
committee, I will not preside over the demise of the beautiful
bluefin tuna, which is not only a great sportsfish, but a world
recognized delicacy. I am expecting to get many answers to this
seemingly insolvable problem from you gentlemen who will present
testimony here today.
On the other hand, the committee does not presume that these

experts have all the answers and will welcome continued participa-
tion by the American people. The consumer, the sports fishermen,
the commercial fishermen and cannery workers—all have valid
considerations and vital interests in the issue we are considering
today. With their interests in mind, let us proceed to get the facts
which hopefully will provide the members with the best evidence
available and recommend solutions to the many problems facing
the bluefin tuna industry.

After sifting through and studying this information, I am confi-
dent that the committee will be able to make a determination with
respect to what action will prove best for all concerned.
I might say we are under very short time constraint. We must

have all our authorization bills finished by May 15. We are
scheduled in this committee for a May 6 markup. So that is the
time constraint we are working on. That is why I called this special
hearing today on May 1 so that we could have this final eviden-
tiary hearing before we move and, hopefully, the evidence that we
receive today will assist us in making the best possible rationale
for our solution.

I would like to yield to Congressman Breaux at this point, the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife Conserva-
tion and the Environment.
Mr. BREAUX. Just very briefly, I would like to commend you for

your statement and understanding of the complicated issues before
the subcommittee.
As you pointed out, the subcommittee had a very detailed hear-

ing on the very issue that the full committee is now hearing once
again on the question of whether we ought to include an amend-
ment to bring one species of tuna fish under the U.S. Fisheries
Conservation and Management Act.
We did not raise it at the subcommittee, but I think it is very

obvious that this is not the place to discuss an issue of the magni-
tude of whether we ought to amend the 200-Mile Act. The legisla-
tion before the full committee at this time is an ICCAT reauthori-
zation. Yet most of our time is being taken up with the secondary
issue, which in itself is of major importance, and I think really
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deserves a fuller hearing than we are able to give it under the
timeframe that we presently have.
I think also the question of germaneness applies—of whether an

amendment to ICCAT authorization, which amends the 200-mile
zone law, is really germane to the issue. It was not raised in the
subcommittee, but I think it is something that is appropriate to
consider at the proper time when we start marking up the bill in
the full committee.
I have always argued if this stands on its own, it is a totally

different act than what we have for consideration today.
I thank the chairman for his understanding and his statement,

which indicates that he understands the problem very uniquely.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Forsythe is the ranking minority member

from New Jersey.
Mr. FORSYTHE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
This is a complex issue. I do have some concern as to the time

constraints that we face in trying to deal with an issue as complex
and having as many different facets. But I do appreciate your
calling this hearing because I think it is essential that we do have
the opportunity to hear those that are here today and, most par-
ticularly, our sport fishermen from New York and New Jersey.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Forsythe.
Our first panel will be Mr. Louis Figurelli, who is president of

the Natural Resources Protective Association, and one of my close
friends from Staten Island; Mr. Stephen Sloan, the director of the
American League of Anglers; and Scott Simons, Long Island Fish-
ermen magazine.

If you gentlemen will please come forward.
Prior to their testimony, we will insert in the record at this point

a statement by the Honorable Baltasar Corrada, the Resident Com-
missioner of Puerto Rico.
[The following was received for the record:]

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, D.C., March 24, 1980.
Hon. JOHN M. MURPHY,
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries,
Washington, D. C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In the near future the House Merchant Marine and Fisher-

ies Committee will be considering H.R. 6310, a bill to authorize appropriations for
the Atlantic Tuna Convention Act.

It is my understanding that at that time an amendment will be offered by our
colleague Gerry Studds which will have the effect of bringing Atlantic bluefin tuna
under the management authority of the Fisheries Conservation Management Act
(FCMA). This basically means that the U.S. would be obliged to unilaterally manage
this highly migratory species.
Passage of this amendment would undoubtedly lead the renewed attempts to

place all tuna under national control in the fisheries conservation zones, contrary to
the intent of the FMCA which clearly specifies tuna as highly migratory and to be
the subject of international agreement. Such an action could have an extremely
adverse impact on the supply of tuna to Puerto Rico canneries, and in turn on the
work force and income associated with that industry. As you probably know our
tuna industry is a major source of jobs and income in Puerto Rico. Shipments to the
U.S. during Fiscal Year 1979 were estimated at over $400,000,000 or 8.3 percent of
the total shipments to U.S. Because of the worldwide shortage of tuna, our industry
is operating at less than 80 percent capacity. This impacts heavily on Puerto Rico
when the February 1980 unemployment level of 17.4 percent is taken into account.
Adoption of this amendment would aggravate our unemployment problem consider-
ably.
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This amendment is being opposed by a coalition of government, industry and
environmental constituencies and I hope that you will take into consideration the
disastrous effects that this amendment will have on the industry and on the tuna
population when it is brought up for consideration.
With best wishes, I am,

Sincerely,
BALTASAR CORRADA.

STATEMENTS OF PANEL CONSISTING OF LOUIS FIGURELLI,
PRESIDENT, NATURAL RESOURCES PROTECTIVE ASSOCI-
ATION; STEPHEN SLOAN, DIRECTOR, AMERICAN LEAGUE OF
ANGLERS; AND SCOTT SIMONS, LONG ISLAND FISHERMEN
MAGAZINE

Mr. FIGURELLI. Mr. Congressman, I am not too much of a speak-
er--
The CHAIRMAN. Louis, you are a pretty good speaker.
Mr. FIGURELLI. I am a fighter.
But before—I want to do this first.
I understand, I sent a package to each one of the members of this

committee of information and as of April 10, we had an ad in our
local newspapers to—an ad attached which was inserted in our
local newspapers requesting the public to endorse the bluefin
amendment by writing to Congressman Murphy and to the NRPA.
I am sorry. I am the president of the Natural Resources Protective
Association.
The response was tremendous. To date, hundreds of letters have

been written to the Congressman, and we of the NRPA have re-
ceived over 9,000 signed petitions from this ad. The total result of
this ad campaign should exceed 20,000 tally. When we tally them
up, there should be about 20,000 votes in agreement with the
Studds amendment and in agreement with the policies of the
NRPA. I will submit these 20,000 or 30,000, whatever the case may
be, as soon as I tally them up, I will submit them to this committee
or to John at his office, if there is any future hearings on this so
that you understand what we are trying to do in Staten Island.
In my briefcase, I could go over there and dump 4,000 on your

desk now, but I do not believe it is necessary. I do have them.
Again I am not much of a speaker so you have to bear with me.

Martin Howell said to me, Louis, make a speech and present it. I
would rather ask questions or answer them. But I made up this
speech and this is what I have.

Addressed to the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee on
the hearing of the bluefin tuna, H.R. 6310, Studds amendment,
May 1, 1980, 2 p.m., Longworth Office Building, room 1334.
I would like to thank the Federal Maritime Merchant Marine

Fisheries Committee for allowing the Natural Resources Protective
Association of Staten Island, Inc., to voice its opinion and offer its
assistance in resolving a decision on the outcome of the bluefin
tuna within the 200-mile limit of the United States.

It has been stated that six-tenths of 1 percent of all the bluefin is
caught within the U.S. 200-mile limit. Why is this figure so low?
Why does a valuable marketable resource such as this go unused
by our own commercial fishing fleets? At the same time, foreign
commercial fishing fleets are harvesting tons and tons of bluefin
tuna of all sizes with complete disregard for conservation measures
inside and outside the 200-mile limit.
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Should the now endangered stocks increase through adequate
controls and conservation measures, the percentage of fish caught
in our waters would increase. Many of our own fleets would engage
in fishing for bluefin tuna, improving the economic structure of our
own fishing industry, both commercial and recreational sportfish-
ing.
As a man becomes more and more dependent upon the seas for

food and other life sustaining resources, he develops highly sophis-
ticated electronic equipment, and with many new fishing fleets
from foreign countries competing for these resources. The forces of
nature are no longer capable of replenishing our fish stocks
through natural means.
As I have stated many times in the past, we of the Natural

Resources Protective Association are not against commercial fish-
ing. We are against uncontrolled destructive fishing, without con-
trols, when needed. Not only is the bluefin tuna endangered for the
future but our economic and environmental stability is at stake.
Through qualified and authoritative reports, the bluefin tuna

stocks are being depleted at an enormous rate. The laws and trea-
ties which are now in force are inadequate, and if new laws, such
as the Studds amendment, H.R. 6310, are not implemented immedi-
ately to protect the bluefin tuna within the 200-mile limit of the
United States, the commercial fishing industry, the sportfishing
industry, and many other boat and fish related industries will
suffer drastically.
I urge this committee to vote in favor of this bill to put the

endangered bluefin tuna under the control of the United States
Code on the 200-mile limit immediately. It is inevitable that other
nations who have not already done so will do so in the very near
future.

It has been proven that the U.S. fishermen, both commerical and
sportfishermen, have complied with the international treaties,
quotas and laws, where other nations have not. The previous laws
and treaties are proven useless and lack enforcement powers. This
must be corrected.
By enacting the H.R. 6310 Studds amendment into law, we could

possibly induce other nations to follow our example in protecting
not only the bluefin tuna but other endangered species as well.
This would insure adequate stocks for the future world demands in
both commercial and the sportfishing industries.
The members of this committee must realize that when the

bluefin tuna are gone, the foreign fleets will leave. Or will they
stay and destroy other species as we helplessly stand by?
In conclusion, gentlemen, act accordingly in the interest of the

United States. We must protect our natural resources from destruc-
tion. We may in the very near future have to trade fish for oil. Will
we have the fish?
Thank you.
[The following was received for the record:]

.r
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House of Representative
Congressman John Murphy
Rayburn House Office Building
Room 2187 Washington DC 20515

NATURAL RESOURCES PROTECTIVE ASSN.
OF STATEN ISLAND, INC.

P.O. BOX 306 GT. KILLS
STATEN ISLAND, N.Y. 10308

PRES. L. FIGURELLI

TEL (212) 967-0410

March 18, 1980

Dear Congressman John Murphy,
•

I would like to thank you and your staff at your Staten Island office for your
concern and prompt attention to a bill introduced by Jerry Studds reauthorization
bill on federal regulation on Blue Fin Tuna (Bill no. H.R. 63-10) (1-C.A.T.). We
wi the Natural Resources Protective Assn. of Staten Island have requested from

,our office March 19, 1980 a copy of this,bill to be sent to our office, to be
studied by our membership and qualified marine environmentalist. Mrs. Gloria Scalici
a polite, efficient member of your staff notified me that the bill (H.R. 63-10) would
not be voted on 3/20/80 and would be post-poned until 3/25/80 and would possibly be
post-poned again due to the lack of information. .

Congressman n4rphy, We of the N.R,?.A.,of S.I. and of the country respect and
admire any legislator in public office who would not vote for any bill, either for or
against, which he does not have enough information.

In 1976 the code on the 200 mile limit became law to protect the territorial,
waters of our country within 200 miles of our shore. To discuss the many provisions
of this law, which I am sure you would know, would be foolish at this time.

Our main concern is the topic of fishing conservation, commercial fishing, sport
fishing, foreign commercial fishing and protection of many Species of marine fish
within these waters. Since the imolimentation of this law in 1976 there has been a
tremendous improvement in the fish population of many species within the waters
protected by the code on the 200 mile limit. Many of these species of fish (such as
cod and others) would have been either completely destroyed or seriously reduced, by
the uncontrolled, foreign commercial fisheries.

As stated in previous meetings with you, The N.R.P.A. of S.I. and myself, We are
against commercial fishing. We are against uncontrolled commercial fishing in

certain areas where certain conditions exist as to endanger a specie or the .
environment.

As man becomes more and more dependant upon the sea for food, he builds larger
Chips, larger nets andhighly sophisticated electronic fish gathering procedures.
,ich will chalange natures ability to replenish our natural stock. If these

procedures continue to go uncontrolled, and limitations on foreign commercial fishing
companies and our own fishing companies is not implimentad we will have many of our
own commercial fishing fleets and sport fishing fleets out of bussiness: This would
have a serious effect on the employment and economy of the country.
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As a representative of the merchant marine and fisheries of the United States I
am sure you are aware of many problems of Which I am not aware. I as aware of the

reciprical laws between the foreign nations which allows the foreign commercial fleets

to fish in our waters if we are alioweo to iisn in theirs. When our fleets lish their

waters, we must abide by their laws. When their fleets fish in our waters they must

abide by our laws. Mich brings us to the point of the Blue Fin regulation bill

(H.R. 63-10) or federal regulation on Blue Fin Tuna. If we do not have ruIes;7.,

regulations and limits within the 200 mile limit, the provisions of the code on the

200 mile limit cannot be enforced or justified. I and many thousands of citizens,
commerdial fishermen, sportsmen, environmentalists and conservation groups believe
that all species of fish and marine life within the 200 mile limit should be protected,
not from use, but from abuse by not only foreign nations but also ourselves, many

of the foreign commercial fisheries have through neglect and lack of control, depleted

their sources of supply within their own waters and are attempting to do the same in

our waters. We must enforce the structure of the code of the 200 mile limit to

prevent it happening in the United States.
It has been brought to my attention that a number of powerful labor unions are

against any restrictions and rules on the commercial fishing for Blue Fin Tuna •

fearing unemployment and loss of business.
I cannot go along with this theory. If the Blue Fin Tuna are over_fiSbed by us or •

the foreign fleets without adequete controls there soon will be nothing to fish for

in the future. Not only will the fishermen lose their jobs so will the members of the

labor unions.
Dear nr. Faarohy, as soon as I recieve a copy of bill H.R. 63-10 to study I will

send you my comments. As stated previously in this letter, if you do not have

enough information on this bill, do whateVer you judge to be in the interest of the

citizens of the United States. Should the bill be in our interests, as we so far do

believe, we urge you to support this bill.

Thank you, sincerely, awaiting your official reply.

Copies sent:

Blue Fin Coilition, Steve Sloan
Member clubs N.R.P.A. of S.I.
Jerry Studds , Wash. DC
N.Y. Daily News, Jerry Kenny
Senator John narchi
Staten Island Advance, Bill Hughs
Newark Star Ledger, Bob Duffy
Sandy Hook .arine Lab, Jack Pierce
Comm. of Eerchant Marine and Fisheries) Wash.
Sen. Eckert, N.Y. Albany
Channel 5 News, Ben Foti

Louis Figurelli
Pres. N.R.P.A. of S.I.

Angler News
L.I. and U.J. Fisherman
Channel 7 News
N.Y. Aslby, Guy Molinari
Aslby. Elizabeth Connelly
H.Y.S. Con. Council, Nike Dimino
American Littoral Society, Sandy Hook
National Wildlife Fed„Kenneth Kamlet

DC U.S, E.P.A., Don Costle
N.Y. Gov. Hugh Carey
N.Y. D.E.C. Comm. Flacke
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SPORTSMAN ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS

SPORTFISHING INDUSTRY HELPCOMMERCIAL FISHERMAN •RESIDENTS OF S.I.CONCERNED
PROTECT THE 

BLUEFINiU'iTIAZEXS
Do your share in helping protect the endangered Atlantic Bluefin Tuna from uncontrolled

foreign commercial fishing. Lou Figurelli president of the Natural Resources Protective Assn.
Staten Island, in cooperation with the Citizens Committee for urban fishing, and other

concerned citizens, groups and organizations listed below, strongly urge immediate help.
A bill known as the Studds Amendment (bill H.R. 63-10) would protect the the bluefin tuna

within the 200 mile limit of the United States. The uncontrolled over-fishing by foreign
commercial fleets would cease, insuring adequate stocks for our american commercial fishing
fleets, sportfishing fleets and breeding stocks for the future.

There is both scientific and documentary evidence, that
prove that through inadequate treaties and laws, the foreign
commercial fisheries have manipulated the laws and their
operations to force our •commercial fishermen out of the
bluefin tuna market. Having accomplished this, they have
continued to harvest thousands of tons of so called
excess tuna, of all sizes and weights without controls;
hy the United States government, within the 200 mile limit.
This overfiShing and lack of control has decimented our

stocks to a very dangerous level. Immediate action to
protect the Atlantic Bluefin Tuna is vital. The Studds
Amendment now being voted on, to become a law, is needed
to stop this destruction.

As ChaIrnan of the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, of the House of Representatives,
gressman John lUrphy of Staten Island, must be made aware of your feelings, and concern.
Please call or write Congressman John Murphy immediately and urge him and other members of

congress to support and vote for this bill (H.R. 63-10) on Bluefin Tuna. This may be our only
chance to protect the Bluefin Tuna from beinr overfished and destroyed.

His Address 
Mr. Congressman John furphy
Rayburn House Office Bldg.
Room 2187 Wash. DC 20515

If possible please send a copy of the letter you sent to Congressman John Marshy to the
N.R.P.A. of S.L. P.O. Box 306 S.I. N.Y. 10308, for our records.

Anyone wishing to become a Member For Life, Send 
Thank You.

$5,00 to NREA of Staten Island, P.O. Box 306 Scerel
Staten Island, N.Y. 10308. Membership Gard
will be mailed to you. Any and all donations
gladly accepted.

Telephone 
In Staten Island (212) 981-9800
In Wash DC (202) 225-3371

Supporters of this bill to date
Natural Resources Protective Assn. Lou Figurelli
Citizens Committee for Urban Fishing Steve Sloan Chairman
National Coalition of marine Conservation

:loan Leauge of Anglers
American Littoral Society Dery Bennett
Eark Sosin Sports Afield Editor
Field and Stream lagazine
New York Daily News fishing editor Jerry Kenny

Foti Channel 5 News
Nelson oryant Outdoor Editor N.Y. Times
Newark Star Ledger Bob Duffy
N.Y.S. Conservation Council Harold Smith
S.I. Federation of Sportsman mike DiHino
Rod and Gun Editors of Eetropolitan N.Y. Pres Jim Stabil 

A vote is
imminent--

411.6
Lbu
Pres. of N.R.P.A. of S.I. inc.

s.itrc g%

66-489 0-80--5
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• The tar-10yr 
THE STAR-LEDGER, Wednesday, March 26, 1980

U.S fishing concerned with 200-mile limit
flounder buffs should

be not fishing today pro-
vided the coast isn't laced
with heavy rains similar to
what fell Monday night.
Most party boat skippers
reported good to excellent
flounder catches. on both
Sunday and Monday. •
. There is virtually noth-
ing to report on whiting. It
has sure been a gusty
March.

The 200-mile limit is a
center of controversy
again. Major U.S. fishing
concerns who expanded
their fleets in expectation
of. very big markets have
been outsmarted in a num-
ber of instances. They can
blame their plight on the
way the lirnit law has been
written.

The law states U.S. fish-
men have first crack at

.vailable fish stocks off
shore. Any stocks U.S. com-
mercial men cannot utilize
are to be declared as sur-
plus with surplus fish
stocks to be awarded to for-

eign commercial fisher-
men in the form of increas-
ed quotas. •

US. fishing fleets were
expanded on the premise
there was big business to be
done in the export market
with foreign commercial
fishermen on limited
'quotas.

However foreign na-
tions got smart. They quit
buying fish from the U.S.
This means at the moment
they obviously must be
doing without, but the ex-
panded U.S. fleets in many
instances can't make any
money if they can't export
their catch.

What happens, next is.,

the expanded U.S. fishing
fleets will have to cut back
production since the big
overseas market refuses to
buy the fish.

Once the U.S. fleet gives
up because they aren't
making enough money,
' there becomes a big sur-

plus of fish off shore. The
way the law is written this
surplus 
bock to 
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fleets.
These fleets then can

move back to our coastal
fishing grounds and catch
all the fish they need with
their own boats, thereby
cutting the profits expected
by U.S. fishermen.

This law as currently on
the books requiring any
surplus fish to be given to
foreign fishing fleets is a
bad one. It not only makes
the law meaningless as to
the creation of fishing
opportunities for our com-
mercial fishermen but con-
servation "of fish_ takes a
beating. The law should be
changed. ,•

Lou Figurelfi, president
of the Natural Resources
Protective Association of
Staten Island, is complain-
trig of another factor in-
volving our 200-mile limit.
It is the fact tuna aren't in-
cluded in it.

Back in the days when
the legislation was being
pushed by commercial and
sportfishermen there was
considerable opposition to
the 200-mile limit concept
by the tuna lobby. •

A compromise was
worked out whereby tuna
were to be considered as
highly migratory fish and
not a portion of local fish -
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stocks such as would be
covered by the limit

Now years later :to cor-
rect this oversight logiola-
tion has been introduced
before the House of Repre-
sentatives to bring the •
, management . of bluef in
tuna under direct U.S. con-
trol. The bill is H.R. 63-10.

However, Figurelli says
the bill is languishing be-
fore the House Merchant
Marine and Fisheries Com-
mittee for lack of informa-
tion as to what the bill is all
about.

Lou said he received
word from Rep. John Mur-
phy that the bill wasn't
moved last Thursday and
the indications are there
will be no committee vote
taken subsequently for the
same reason — 'lack of
information.

Why this should be with
all the fishing information
possessed by the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration as Well as
its sub agent The National
Marine Fisheries Service,
is a mystery. Both agencies
must have reams of infor-
mation which could be pro-
vided concerning bluefish
tuna. •

Basically bluefin tuna
are currently being regu-
lated by international
treary. This is an extremely
poor system and has been
proved to be so repeatedly
in the past The National
Resources Protective As-
sociation believes the fish-
ery would be much better
managed under exclusive
U.S. jurisdiction — so do a
lot of people.
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The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Sloan.
Mr. SLOAN. Ladies and gentlemen of the 96th Congress and mem-

bers of the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, my name is
Stephen Sloan. I am a director of the American League of Anglers,
the National Coalition for Marine Conservation, chairman of the
Citizens Committee for Urban Fishing. As a sportsman, I am
holder of four world records documented by the International
Game Fish Association. I feel I represent tens of thousands of
sportsmen.
I come before you to ask for clemency and mercy for a doomed

magnificent specie of fish, the bluefin tuna. Unless this committee
acts to put forward and pass H.R. 6310, and especially the Gerry
Studds amendment, the bluefin tunas will disappear from our
waters. I leave fish counts for the scientists. I leave international
squabbling to our State Department. It is in this committee's hands
to vote for extinction or be the savior. Our Government has spent
tens of millions of our money protecting the snail darter. This
specie has no commercial value. No sport value and no recreational
value.
How many of you have ever caught or lost a bluefin tuna? How

many of you have spent hours feeding them herring as they por-
poised through a chum slick? Now, it is not a question of dollars.
With one stroke of your collective pens, you can save the bluefin
for our eastern sportsman and American commercial interests
alike.
This historical precedent for nonaction is inculcated in our histo-

ry. America the bountiful, the plentiful, America the abundant.
Resources that would never diminish, never run out. Plenty of
everything and, yet, 100 years later, our wildlife has been reduced
from Maine to Louisiana, from the Appalachian Mountain to the
Plains, the beautiful Aroostook County alagash fir trees, cut down
to make masts for the British Navy and then the American Navy.
Gone. Flamingos that made the sky pink, gone. Beavers which
adorned the heads of American and Europeans alike, hunted
almost to extinction, the passenger pigeon, the last, a zoo curiosity
in 1915, the bison and buffalo almost wiped out, and now only
preserved by careful herding. Brook trout gone from all but the
remotest rivers.

Atlantic salmon that once swarmed up the Connecticut Rivers,that farm and factory workers threatened a strike if the fish were
not removed from their menus.
Must we allow this valuable resource to become the equivalent of

Emperor's diet of humming bird tongues. The bluefin is a prime
source for sashimi, a delicacy sold for $15 to $20 a pound in Japan.Is it too much to ask less than one-half of 1 percent of the Japanese
population to forego this epicurean delight in the name of conser-
vation, the American sportsman and common good sense?
Where will the members of this committee be when the last tuna

is no more. Will your children or grandchildren go to the Smithso-
nian and gaze on a tuna's countenance stiff as a board, stuffed and
mounted on that institution's wall or with the vote of this august
committee, will you be able to send those children to see these fish
swimming?
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Bar Harbor, Ipswitch Bay, Gloucester, Block Island, Montauk,
Barnaget, the Delaware Canyon, Hatteras, or the Straits of Florida
to see or catch these magnificent fish. Perhaps with prudent man-
agement, they will again appear off Santa Catalina on the west
coast.
We first must protect this resource and then manage that protec-

tion. I implore you to pass H.R. 6310 in the name of American
sportfishermen now, and in the name of future generations to
come.
Thank you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Simons?
Mr. SIMONS. Yes, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,

my name is Scott Simons and I live in Montauk Point on Long
Island, N.Y., which many consider to be the sport fishing capital of
the world. I am the editor of the Fisherman Group of publications,
which consists of the Long Island Fisherman, the New Jersey
Fisherman, and the New England Fisherman. These weekly maga-
zines have a combined readership of almost a quarter of a million
recreational sport fishermen in the Northeastern United States.
Having worked in this capacity for the past 7 years, I am naturally
quite familiar with the recreational sport fishery for bluefin tuna
in this area, whose future is the focal point of the hearings being
held here today.
But the fact of the matter is simple: the bluefin tuna is in great

danger, and unless immediate action is taken by this committee to
properly manage and conserve the remaining bluefin tuna stocks,
we may fast be approaching the day when the last member of this
magnificent game fish will see the inside of a can, or be served in a
Tokyo restaurant.
The bluefin tuna is on the brink of becoming a memory, because

the stocks of the species have been overfished and exploited by a
tuna fishing industry that has no concern for the future of this
great natural resource. Historically, the bluefin tuna fishery in the
western Atlantic was primarily recreational fishing with rod and
reel. None need only look to the landing statistics for the species in
the 1930's, 1940's, and 1950's for evidence of this. Or look to the
names of the few remaining fishing clubs of that era to see where
the thrust of the sport fishery lies: The Sheepshead Bay Tuna Club,
the Freeport Tuna Club, the Babylon Tuna Club, the Bay Shore
Tuna Club. In those days, bluefin tuna were not held in much
esteem as a food fish, so there was very little commercial fishing
pressure on the stocks—and except for an occasional trophy fish,
most of the bluefin caught by recreational fishermen were tagged
and released. To this day, most of the available data on the bluefin
tuna is a result of these tagging efforts by sport fishermen.
Recovery of these tagged fish was always a bit of a problem,

given the nature and limitations of fishing with rod and reel. But
this problem was quickly solved when purse seine vessels, formerly
from the west coast, entered into the fishery in 1958. The catches
of these vessels reached a peak in 1963 when over 11 million
pounds were landed.

It would be interesting to note what the percentage of the blue-
fin tuna landings were in 1963 as opposed to the 1979 figure that
was just given recently.
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Shortly after that time, bluefin tuna became more and more
scarce, catches declined, and an imbalance of the stock structure
became evident. By the mid-1960's, the number of bluefin left was
so insignificant that it was no longer economically feasible to fish
for them commercially, so most of the purse seine fleet departed to
fish "distant waters."
I think we should keep in mind when people start talking about

distant waters at these hearings, as to why they happen to be
fishing distant waters, it is because they fished out the bluefin
tunas that we had in our own waters, much as the Japanese are
fishing in our own waters. All right.
The architects of this disgrace are the same interests that will

testify before you today and cry that if the bluefin tuna is brought
under the FCMA they will be hurt economically.
But what of the economic damage they wrought to the recre-

ational fishing industry of that era? When their work was done,
the recreational fishery for bluefin tuna collapsed—and we now
have two entire generations that have come of age not knowing
what it is to catch one on rod and reel.
When Congress passed the Fisheries Conservation and Manage-

ment Act in 1975 it went on record that America would no longer
abuse its great national fisheries by treating it as an unlimited
resource. You recognized that the number of fish on our Continen-
tal Shelf are no more unlimited than the trees in our forests, or
the oil in the ground. You recognized that limited as it may be, our
fisheries are a renewable source that, if properly managed and
conserved, may continue to provide both a recreational outlet for
our citizenship and support a commercial industry simultaneously.
Yet, for reasons well known to all who hear me today, the tunas

were exempted from the FCMA. Although we could institute a
management plan on our domestic tuna fishery within the 200-mile
limit to protect the species while the stocks are rebuilt, this exemp-
tion has meant that the United States could not manage the for-
eign catch of bluefin tuna in our waters.
As a result we cannot, in fact, manage the species at all. For

example, in 1979 the National Marine Fisheries Service placed a
quota on the handline fishery of 270 giant bluefin tuna, for the
area south of Gay Head Light. This quota applies to all fish taken
by rod and reel, handlines, and harpoon.
But at the same time we are placing such stringent quotas on

our own domestic sport and commercial fishermen, Japanese long-
liners were taking over 8,000 of the prespawning giants in the Gulf
of Mexico.
To compound the management problem even further, there is

the uncounted and uncontrolled Japanese catch of school bluefin
tuna from Georges Bank to Cape Hatteras. Further damage to both
our sport fishery and domestic commercial fishery is created by the
uncontrolled "bycatch" of thousands of billfish that are slaughtered
each year by the Japanese longliners, incidental to catching the
bluefin tuna.
Management of the bluefin tuna stocks under these conditions is

impossible. The solution to this problem is simple: vote yes for the
Studds amendment—H.R. 6310—which would amend the FCMA to
extend U.S. jurisdiction to include the Atlantic bluefin tuna. Pas-
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sage of this legislation will not mean that the Japanese will no
longer be able to fish for tuna in our waters. Nor would it mean
that we could no longer actively participate in ICCAT. Passage of
this legislation would simply mean that we will be capable of
conserving and managing the stocks of bluefin tuna—as they must
be, before it is too late.
Gentlemen, when others testify before you that they must be

allowed to continue catching tuna to fulfill the protein needs of the
Nation, remember the line item in the Federal budget that bestows
on our farmers millions of dollars not to grow soybeans, one of the
most protein rich foods that nature has provided us with.
When others testify before you that they must be allowed to

exploit the remaining tuna stocks so that the poor may be fed,
remember that the giant tuna caught by the Japanese retails for
$20 to $25 a pound in Tokyo. That is not feeding the poor people.
When others come before you and testify that they are conserva-

tive minded people, remember that these are the same people who
exploited and destroyed the fishing in their own waters decades
ago; the same people who slaughter thousands of porpoises every
year because these mammals are consuming the squid that they
want to catch and sell; the same people who continue to hunt
whales, despite the outcries of conservationists and governments
the world over.
And finally, when others such as myself testify before you and

ask that you save the bluefin tuna for future generations, remem-
ber that on the east coast there are 14 million sport fishermen who
would just as soon be fishing for giant tuna rather than voting this
November 4—but they may not have a choice. If the present quotas
have been filled, or the last of the bluefin tuna have been caught
as a result of the inaction of this committee.
Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, gentlemen. Please remain seated

while we ask a few questions.
Mr. Figurelli, would you support a moratorium on the taking of

bluefin tuna in the U.S. waters until the stocks are judged replen-
ished?
Mr. FIGURELLI. Yes, I would.
The CHAIRMAN. A moratorium by everybody?
Mr. FIGURELLI. By everybody. Let us find out exactly what is

going on.
Mr. SIMONS. Mr. Chairman?
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Simons, please respond.
Mr. SIMONS. I would like to address the same question.
Sportsmen in our area would support a moratorium for every-

body not to catch bluefin tuna until we could see definitely where
we are going.
The CHAIRMAN. We have generally conceded, and I use the fig-

ures of the Japanese, and I am sure there are other countries, as
you know, ICCAT has 19 signatory countries to it. We saw the
catches in the Eastern Atlantic back in the fifties, of 150,000, and
then we come in as those stocks were depleted, to the Western
Atlantic, and we wonder, without an international control, how do
we unilaterally manage to save this fish? It seems to me that if we
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do not regulate internationally we are just going to have people
outside the 200-mile limit making the catch and the take.
Mr. FIGURELLI. Can I answer that, John?
The CHAIRMAN. Sure.
Mr. FIGURELLI. Congressman.
John, we have geese, we have wildfowl that migrate across our

country. They fly inside the 200-mile, they go to Europe, they go to
Florida, wherever they go. This point about we are not able, or
should not be able to control migratory animals is ridiculous.
As a goose flies to each State, each State has certain laws to

either protect that animal, or to allow the shooting. So as long as
those fish are in our waters, within the 200-mile limit, and we do
have the authority to protect that fish, or to fish for it, according to
what we believe is right—if we do not want to fish for it, and it is
an endangered species, and we say we are not going to fish for it,
to allow it to flourish, that is our business. If we do not want to
catch it, we do not have to.
But, in turn, under the ICCAT Treaty, that if there is an excess,

and if we do not take it, that we have to give it to somebody else, is
wrong. If we do not want to take it, and if we do not want to use it,
and we want to allow it to increase our future stocks, at our own
discretion, why should we not? If there is a quota, and we have
quotas? When we do not take our quota, why should we allow the
other countries to take it? Why do we not allow it for our own
conservation measures, to allow it to flourish?
That part that you said about the 200-mile limit, there is not

much that we can do outside the 200-mile limit, unless as I stated
in my speech, maybe we could get an example, the United States
could serve it, maybe adequately get the stocks built up, to increase
for the sports fisherman, and for the commercial fisherman, and
maybe the other countries will wise up.
I am blunt, but that is the way I feel. We cannot do much

outside the 200-mile limit, but we damn sure in hell can do some-
thing inside the 200-mile limit, and that is what we should do. I
agree with you, when the people, there could be better amend-
ments, that could be better than Gerry Studds, but at this particu-
lar time, let us implement, get it in. We at least put an endangered
species, the bluefin, under our control.

If later on we have to add another fish to it, when necessary, I
am not against commercial f 1g. I am against uncontrolled de-
structive fishing.
We have no alternative outside the 200-mile limit. Inside the 200-

mile limit we do have something. We could control it. We have
laws. Right now we are helpless. The laws of, I believe ICCAT, the
place that we are talking about, are useless. They have been
proven useless. What good are they, if ICCAT is only good if we all
agree together, all the nations?
John, let us make an example. Let us protect our bluefin tuna,

let us get them back, get them to flourish again. I hope we can.
The CHAIRMAN. Louis, is the bluefin an endangered species?
Mr. FIGURELLI. From what I understand, yes. If they continue on

the track that they are now, I am sorry, I have got to go along with
them, John.
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The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Simons, how do you feel about the question
of a moratorium, and whether or not the bluefin is an endangered
species?
Mr. SIMONS. Nothing was ever lost by having a moratorium.

That is playing it safe. Why not play it safe for a change? Why do
we always have to wait until the species, or animal, is down to a
dangerous level before we do something about it? I am for a mora-
torium 100 percent.
The reason I am supporting the Studds' amendment, I think it is

a good compromise at this period of time. Originally we wanted all
the tunas under the 200-mile act, but due to the various political
factors, that is an impossibility.
We are willing to bend. We are willing to say the bluefin is

important to the conservation industry, let us concentrate on that
one. Some people may say we want to stop it because sports fisher-
men want to catch more bluefin tuna. That is not true.
We will go to a moratorium, not to land tuna. Before the Japa-

nese entered our waters and started paying $1 a pound for bluefin
tuna, nobody caught bluefin tuna. Unless for macho, to have a
photograph taken, and to have it mounted. Almost all of our blue-
fin tuna in the past were tagged by sports fishermen, and that is
still, I believe, the bulk of what their data base is for the inter-
ocean tagging that you are talking about, was based on very few
fish that traveled, there is a little intermingling there, but those
were fish that were tagged by sports fishermen. We are all for a
moratorium.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Breaux?
Mr. BREAUX. No questions.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Forsythe?
Mr. FORSYTHE. No questions.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Donnelly?
Mr. DONNELLY. No questions.
The CHAIRMAN. Excuse me, Mr. Oberstar?
Mr. OBERSTAR. No, I have no questions.
The CHAIRMAN. We hope to get some of those bluefins up in the

Great Lakes.
Please stay for the rest of this hearing, because we have a lot of

evidence that will be coming out.
Mr. FIGURELLI. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. The next panel is Morris Busby, Acting Deputy

Assistant Secretary for Oceans and Fisheries Affairs, Department
of State and, Terry Leitzell, Assistant Administrator for Fisheries,
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA, Department of Com-
merce.
Mr. Busby?

STATEMENTS OF PANEL 2 CONSISTING OF MORRIS BUSBY,
ACTING DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR OCEANS AND
FISHERIES AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF STATE; AND TERRY
LEITZELL, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR FOR FISHERIES, NA-
TIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE, NOAA, DEPARTMENT
OF COMMERCE

Mr. BUSBY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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It is a pleasure to appear before the committee again. With your
permission, I will dispense with the reading of the prepared state-
ment which I have, which I believe has been distributed to the
committee, and I will merely summarize that statement.
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the whole statement will be

printed in the record at this point but I would ask you to address
all the points in that statement in your oral presentation.
[The following was received for the record:]

STATEMENT BY MORRIS D. BUSBY, ACTING DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE
FOR OCEANS AND FISHIERS AFFAIRS

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to be here today to discuss the Studds amendment to
H.R. 6310, which would bring under United States fishery management authority
Atlantic bluefin tuna found within the United States fishery conservation zone.
Mr, Chairman as you are fully aware, the U.S. has many competing fishery

interest, and it is not easy to arrive at balanced positions. Pursuit of our domestic
fisheries interests often creates problems internationally. Many nations perceive
contradictions in certain of our fisheries policies, policies which are of necessity
designed to protect all our fisheries interests while being acceptable internationally.
This is certainly true of our tuna position. Our goal is to negotiate strong interna-
tional agreements which will protect the totality of our fisheries interests, including
providing the U.S. distant water tuna fleet with a predictable and viable future. We
know that this cannot be an indefinite process, and that the U.S. tuna industry
cannot survive indefinitely without such international agreements. However, we
believe that our tuna fishermen are prepared to make the accommodations neces-
sary for such agreements to be realized, and we are hopeful that other nations off
whose coasts our fleet fishes are willing to do their part to achieve equitable
international arrangements. Once effective worldwide agreements are in place, the
question of expanded jurisdiction may become less critical from a negotiating point
of view.
At this time, however, we believe that if the United States were to assert jurisdic-

tion over any highly migratory tuna species it could have a confusing and detrimen-
tal effect on ongoing tuna negotiations, with particularly harmful consequences for
U.S. tuna fishmen fishing off Latin America, where the vast majority of the U.S.
catch is made. Further, as presently drafted, we believe the proposed legislation
would place the U.S. in an untenable position in the International Commission for
the Conservation of Atlantic Tuna and would make effective conservation and
management of highly migratory species of tuna in the Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico
virtually impossible. For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, the Department of State is
opposed to the proposed legislation.
Before elaborating further on why we are not in favor of expanding U.S. jurisdiction

over tuna at this time, however, I would like to note that the Department is aware
that the United States does have an important interest in the tuna resources off our
own coast. We are aware of the problems which have been created by the presence
of foreign longliners off our shores, and of the interest of U.S. fishermen in enhanc-
ing their fishing opportunities off the U.S. coast. We are aware of the problems
which have been encountered in the efforts to conserve bluefin tuna internationally.
We understand and share in the frustration experienced in attempting to resolve
these problems and accommodate these legitimate U.S. interests. At the same time,
however, we believe that the problems can be resolved and the U.S. interests
accommodated without resorting to expanded jurisdiction. The process is inevitably
slower than we would like, but we simply do not believe that the problem of
effective bluefin conservation cannot be handled internationally.

It is our view that, on balance, overall U.S. fisheries interests would be harmed
more than helped by claiming jurisdiction over bluefin tuna out to 200 miles at this
time.
As I believe you and other members of the Committee are aware, Mr. Chairman,

the United States has been engaged for over two and one-half years in an effort to
create a new international organization to conserve and manage the tuna resources
of the eastern tropical Pacific ocean. These negotiations have proved to be very
difficult, and in October of 1979 it was agreed to seek an interim regime to allow
more time to negotiate a permanent new organization. We are now very close to
concluding an iterim agreement with the other principal nations involved.

Until now, the juridical position of the United States with regard to tuna as
contained in the FCMA, and our steadfast position that highly migratory species of
tuna can only be conserved and managed effectively internationally, has been an



70

important element in our negotiations. In fact, it has probably been a decisive factor
in the progress achieved toward a new organization thus far. It is the view of the
Department that a change in our juridical position at this time would have the
effect of signalling the countries with whom we are negotiating that they need not
make the final accommodations necessary to achieve an acceptable tuna agreement,
and could make such an agreement impossible to achieve on terms acceptable to the
U.S. In terms of our negotiating objectives therefore, we do not favor a change in
the U.S. juridical position at this time.
The fact that the particular bill in question would only place Atlantic bluefin

tuna under U.S. jurisdiction would not ameliorate the anticipated impact on our
negotiations. In many ways such a change would be doubly harmful internationally.
The biological characteristics and migratory habits of Atlantic bluefin tuna cannot
be distinguished from those of other tunas in a manner which would rationally
argue for a separate management approach. A persuasive and effective case could
simply not be made to other countries justifying action to place Atlantic bluefin
tuna under U.S. fishery management authority while continuing not to recognize
other nations' claims with respect to other tuna species. The contradiction in the
U.S. position based on the inclusion of highly migratory billfish within U.S. fisheries
jurisdiction cannot really be effectively rationalized to foreign governments con-
cerned with U.S. tuna fishing activities. A change in U.S. fisheries jurisdiction
involving only one species of tuna would be virtually impossible to defend.
The Department is very strongly opposed to that section of the legislation under

consideration which would amend the Atlantic Tunas Convention Act of 1975. This
amendment would provide that regulations flowing from the recommendations of
the International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT) would
not apply within the U.S. fishery conservation zone. The amendment would force
the U.S. to object to any ICCAT conservation measures which were not consistent
with those contained in domestic management plans. United States objections would
likely lead to objections by other countries and the eventual demise of the ICCAT
management system for bluefin tuna.
Perhaps most importantly, the unilateral coastal state management approach

underlying this particular amendment would mean, in effect, the abandonment of
the long-held U.S. view that tuna should be managed internationally, regardless of
the extent of jurisdiction claimed by the coastal state. It would be contrary to the
position advocated by the U.S. for many years in numerous international forums
such as the ICCAT, the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission, the Indo-Pacific
Fisheries Commission, the Indian Ocean Fisheries Commission, the FAO Committee
on Fisheries, and in a variety of negotiations such as those involving the tuna
fisheries of the eastern Pacific and the South Pacific oceans, the Law of the Sea
negotiations, and, in numerous bilateral meetings and talks. While most other
countries do claim jurisdiction over tuna out to 200 miles, they also allow their
national legislation to in effect be overridden by an international treaty commit-
ment. The legislation now being considered would place the U.S. in that small
minority of countries with the most extreme position on this question—a position so
coastally oriented that it would make agreement to a true international conserva-
tion and management regime for highly migratory species virtually impossible.
Mr. Chairman, the Department does not wish to obstruct or frustrate legitimate

U.S. interests in sound conservation of Atlantic bluefin tuna. Nor do we wish to fail
in our attempts to negotiate international arrangements concerning tuna fishing
which are of critical economic importance to the U.S. commercial tuna fleet. Surely
an approach to bluefin conservation can be found which takes into account this
balance of interests, and which does not suffer from the deficiencies found in the
proposed amendment. Our achievements in ICCAT are certainly far from perfect,
but we would strongly disagree with assertions that the ICCAT program has been a
failure, as some advocates of expanded jurisdiction assert. The ICCAT bluefin pro-
gram could be improved, and perhaps our positions in that forum should be re-
evaluated with a view toward further improving the status of the bluefin stock and
enhancing the long-term fishing opportunities of U.S. fishermen. The Department is
prepared to work toward that end, cooperating closely with NMFS, the U.S. Com-
missioners, and the ICCAT Advisory Committee.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed legislation. I would be

pleased to try to answer any questions which you and other members of the
Committee may have.

Mr. BUSBY. I will do that, Mr. Chairman.
I am appearing here today in opposition to the enactment of H.R.

6310.



71

Before elaborating on why we are not in favor of expanding U.S.
fisheries jurisdiction to include bluefin tuna at this time, however,
I would like to note that the Department is aware that the United
States does have an important interest in the tuna resources off its
coast. We are aware of the problems which have been created by
the presence of foreign long-liners.
We are aware of the interest of U.S. fishermen in enhancing

their fishing opportunities off the coast, and we are aware of the
problems that have been encountered in trying to manage the
bluefin tuna internationally. At the same time, however, Mr.
Chairman, we believe that these problems can be resolved and U.S.
interests accommodated without resorting to expanded jurisdiction.
We believe that enactment of H.R. 6310 would have the effect of

undercutting the pursuit of our tuna policy internationally, and it
would undercut some specific efforts which we have ongoing to
protect U.S. fishing interests, I am sure the committee is aware
that the United States has maintained for many years that highly
migratory species of tuna require international management. We
have pursued that as a matter of policy internationally, and it is
reflected in our laws. I do not think it would be any surprise to the
committee if I were to say that there is a certain contradiction in
our law created by the inclusion of billfish which are highly migra-
tory, and that that is a contradiction which we have found it
difficult to live with internationally. It is thrown in our face, not
only by people who might otherwise support our position, our
biological position, but also by our opponents who use it in negotia-
tions against us. In my view, to expand that contradiction at this
time, to include a single species of tuna would simply be indefensi-
ble internationally.
Mr. Chairman, enactment of this piece of legislation would also

have, in my opinion, a negative effect on ongoing efforts that we
have to reach agreement in the Eastern Tropical Pacific on a new
regime for tunafish. We have been negotiating some 21/2 years now
with Latin American nations to come up with a new regime to
replace the IATTC. We are very close to an agreement on an
interim regime for 3 years which would give us an opportunity to
complete the negotiations for a new organization there.
This hearing is being held, I hope, virtually on the eve of the

final negotiating session. To change our tuna position now and to
change U.S. law would send an unmistakable signal to the Latin
American nations that we are dealing with, and would make ac-
ceptable terms impossible to achieve.
With regard to specific aspects of the piece of legislation that is

under consideration, I should point out that the Department is
very strongly opposed to that section of the legislation which would
amend the Atlantic Tuna Convention Act of 1975. This amendment
would provide that regulations flowing from the recommendations
of the ICCAT would not apply within the U.S. fishery conservation
zone. While most other member nations of that organization do
claim jurisdiction of tuna out to 200 miles, they also allow their
national legislation to be overridden by an international treaty
commitment.
The legislation which is now being considered, if enacted, would

place the United States in a small minority of countries with the
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most extreme position on this particular question. The position
could be so coastally oriented that it would make agreement to a
true international conservation and management regime for highly
migratory species virtually impossible
Mr. Chairman, as you are aware, the United States has compet-

ing interests and it is not always easy to arrive at balanced posi-
tions. Many nations perceive contradiction of our policies which
are of necessity designed to protect all of our fisheries. The goal of
the Department is to negotiate a strong international agreement
which will protect the totality of our fisheries' interests, including
providing the U.S. distant waters fleet with a predictable and
viable future.
We do not wish to obstruct or frustrate the legitimate interests

of U.S. fishermen interested in Atlantic bluefin tuna nor do we
wish to fail in the negotiations which we have ongoing. Surely, an
approach to bluefin conservation could be found which takes into
account this balance of interests.
The Department is prepared to work to that end, cooperating

with NMFS, the U.S. Commissioners to ICCAT, and the ICCAT
Advisory Committee.
That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Leitzell?
Mr. LEITZELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I also would like to ask that my testimony be reproduced in full

so that I can summarize it.
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, so ordered.
[The following was received for the record:]

STATEMENT OF TERRY LEITZELL, NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE, NATIONAL
OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, my statement today is in opposi-
tion to H.R. 4357, a bill to amend the Fishery Conservation and Management Act of
1976 (FCMA) to bring Atlantic bluefin tuna under the management authority of the
United States within the fishery conservation zone.
U.S. tuna policy reflects the highly migratory nature of the bluefin tuna and the

view that effective conservation and management of such species throughout their
range can only be achieved through international regimes with the authority to
ensure the application of the conservation measures in broad ocean areas. As
provided in the FCMA, the exclusive management authority of the United States
shall not extend to "species of tuna which, in the course of their life cycle, spawn
and migrate over great distances in waters of the ocean." Tagged northern bluefin
tuna have been found to travel at least 4,830 miles across the Atlantic Ocean in 119
days and are believed to be capable of undertaking journeys nearly equal to circum-
navigating the earth. Making bluefin tuna an exception to the highly migratory
species definition in the FCMA would create a contradiction in the U.S. position.
The United States has vigorously pursued management measures for Atlantic

bluefin tuna in ICCAT. As a result of U.S. efforts, two conservation measures were
approved in 1975 by the Commission and have been in effect since that time. While
these measures were approved in a more general form than desired by the United
States, their implementation has limited the taking of Atlantic bluefin tuna by the
member countries of ICCAT. H.R. 4357, as it is presently drafted, provides that
ICCAT regulations concerning Atlantic bluefin tuna shall not apply within the U.S.
fisheries zone. If the United States were to reject the ICCAT conservation measures
related to bluefin tuna in favor of unilateral management, the likelihood of the
present ICCAT regulation limiting mortality being allowed to expire in 1982 in the
eastern Atlantic would be very high. Since there is intermingling between the
bluefin tuna in the eastern and western Atlantic, an absence of conservation and
management measures in the eastern Atlantic would have an impact on the fish in
the western Atlantic.
Although the vast majority of nations with extended jurisdiction over fisheries

have included tuna in the species covered, many of these countries are not enforcing

4
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their laws against U.S. tuna vessels. Extension of the FCMA to Atlantic bluefin
tuna and the subsequent enforcement of domestic measures against foreign vessels
would tend not only to undercut U.S. policy, but would also likely lead to an
increase in the number of countries enforcing laws against U.S. tuna vessels. Such
enforcement could affect U.S. vessels which fish for yellowfin tuna off the west coast
of Africa once the open season for yellowfin tuna has closed in the regulatory area
of the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC) in the eastern tropical
Pacific.
The addition of bluefin tuna to the species covered by the FCMA might jeopardize

U.S. negotiating strategy in the eastern Pacific negotiations. The United States is
currently involved in ongoing eastern Pacific tuna negotiations initiated in 1977 to
develop a successor organization to the IATTC. In these negotiations, the United
States has pursued continuously the goal of an international management regime, a
position which would be undercut by the proposed legislation.
In conclusion, I would like to urge the Committee to oppose efforts to bring

Atlantic bluefin tuna under the Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976.
I will be pleased to answer any questions you may have.

Mr. LEITZELL. My statement today is in opposition to the Studds
amendment to H.R. 6310 which would amend the Fishery Conser-
vation and Management Act of 1976 to bring Atlantic bluefin tuna
under the management authority of the United States within the
fishery conservation zone.
Our tuna policy has been based on the highly migratory nature

of tuna, including bluefin tuna, and our belief that effective conser-
vation and management throughout the range of these species can
only be achieved through international regimes.
Tagged northern bluefin tuna have been found to travel thou-

sands of miles across the Atlantic Ocean in a matter of months and
are believed to be capable of undertaking journeys nearly equal to
circumnavigating the Earth. Making bluefin tuna an exception to
the highly migratory species definition in the FCMA would create
a contradiction in the U.S. position.
The United States has vigorously pursued conservation and man-

agement measures for bluefin tuna, for the conservation of Atlan-
tic tuna. As a result of those efforts, two conservation measures
were approved in 1975, which have been in effect since that time.
Their implementation has limited the taking of Atlantic bluefin
tuna by the members of ICCAT. The legislation, as presently draft-
ed, would provide that ICCAT regulations on bluefin tuna would
not apply within the U.S. fisheries conservation zone. If the United
States were to reject the ICCAT conservation measures related to
bluefin tuna in favor of unilateral management, the likelihood of
the present ICCAT regulation limiting mortality being allowed to
expire in 1982 in the eastern Atlantic would be very high. Since
there is intermingling between the bluefin tuna in the eastern and
western Atlantic, an absence of conservation and management
measures in the eastern Atlantic would have an impact on the fish
in the western Atlantic.
Although the vast majority of nations with extended jurisdiction

over fisheries have included tuna in the species covered, many of
these countries are not enforcing the laws against U.S. tuna ves-
sels. Extension of the FCMA to cover Atlantic bluefin and the
subsequent enforcement of domestic measures against foreign ves-
sels would tend not only to undercut U.S. policy, but would also
likely lead to an increase in the number of countries enforcing
laws against U.S. tuna vessels. Such enforcement could seriously
affect U.S. vessels which fish for yellowfin tuna off the west coast
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of Africa once the open season for yellowfin tuna has closed in the
regulatory area of the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission
in the eastern tropical Pacific.
As Mr. Busby has indicated, the addition of bluefin to the species

covered by the FCMA could also jeopardize U.S. negotiating strat-
egy with regard to the tuna fishery in the eastern tropical Pacific.
In those negotiations, the United States has pursued continuous-

ly the goal of an international management regime, a position
which would be undercut by the proposed legislation.
Again I would like to make clear my position that I am urging

the committee to oppose efforts to bring Atlantic bluefin tuna
under the FCMA.
Thank you. I will be pleased to answer questions.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, gentlemen.
Mr. Leitzell, in your opinion, are there one, two, or three stocks

of bluefin tuna?
Mr. LEITZELL. The information on that, Mr. Chairman, is present-

ly inconclusive, although there is clear information that there is an
intermingling between the two stocks, even if they are found to be
biologically--
The CHAIRMAN. You said only two stocks?
Mr. LEITZELL. I think the question is whether they are two or

one.
In any case, if there are determined to be two stocks biologically,

there is enough intermingling between the two that we need a
regime within the entire Atlantic.
The CHAIRMAN. When was this conclusion arrived at, and what

evidence did you have to arrive at that?
Mr. LEITZELL. We have not really made a firm conclusion as to

whether there are two or one stocks. We have continuing research
going on in that area, some sponsored under ICCAT, and some
being done under other authorities within the Fisheries Service.
I can provide you further information on that, if you wish.
The CHAIRMAN. I would like to have for the record the costs, the

amount of money the United States has spent, how much ICCAT
has spent, and how extensive their research in this area is.
Mr. LEITZELL. I would be happy to do that.
[The following was received for the record:]

REPLY TO QUESTION
In fiscal year 1980, the United States spent approximately $1,000,000 on Atlantic

bluefin tuna research, including studies on the one stock-two stock theory.
Research programs are generally conducted by national scientists and thus

funded by member countries of ICCAT. However, the Commission did fund a 6-day
workshop on bluefin tuna in Santander, Spain during September 1979.
At its November 1979 meeting, the Standing Committee on Research and Statis-

tics of ICCAT stated, with regard to the stock structure of bluefin tuna:
"Several documents which dealt with the possible separation of stocks were

presented. Electrophoretic analysis of enzyme systems provided no additional infor-
mation in regards to stock structure. Japanese longline data show catches occur
across the Atlantic. A study based on mark-recapture data to investigate stock
discreteness indicated some transatlantic interchange of juveniles. The use of para-
sites as biological tags suggested this. Mark-recapture data showed large fish also
cross the Atlantic from west to east.
"Interchange may be either sporadic or regular. Current data indicate that inter-

change of juveniles is not greater than 15 percent when interchange occurs. The
existence of two temporally and spatially separate spawning areas is well known.
The patter of relative abundances of successive year-classes indicates differences
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,

between east and west segments in that the 1973 year-class was very abundant in
the west while the 1974 year-class was abundant in eastern waters. These latter two
phenomena confirm independence of reproductive success, perhaps indicating bio-
logical discreteness. The data are not yet sufficient to provide for consensus as to
whether there are one or two stocks in the Atlantic. In conclusion, it may be stated
that the present evidence (which is still somewhat weak) is towards the hypothesis
of separate eastern and western stocks, with a small and variable interchange of
fish between them. However, the evidence is still not sufficient to reject the alterna-
tive hypothesis that there is a single Atlantic-wide stock".

The CHAIRMAN. Have concerns been expressed, at the ICCAT
meetings, about this gray area of knowledge?
Mr. LEITZELL. Yes, my understanding, although I have not been a

participant in those discussions, is that the question of two or one
stocks has been a serious issue, discussed at length in ICCAT. Mr.
Blondin, who is our Commissioner, will be on the ICCAT panel, and
perhaps could expand on that for you.
The CHAIRMAN. Has the United States protested, through ICCAT,

of the transfer of Japanese longline fishing activities from the
Eastern to Western Atlantic?
Mr. LEITZELL. I cannot answer that question, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Maybe Mr. Busby can.
Mr. BUSBY. Again, I would suggest that perhaps Mr. Blondin, and

the other Commissioners could provide information. Although it is
my understanding that in the ICCAT forum, that question has
arisen, and we have attempted to get some satisfaction.
The CHAIRMAN. We will reserve that question for Mr. Blondin

then.
Will you support a moratorium on the take of bluefin in U.S.

waters?
Mr. LEITZELL. I do not believe that the moratorium is in fact

necessary for the conservation of the stock at this point.
The CHAIRMAN. Is the bluefin an endangered species?
Mr. LEITZELL. No, it is not.
The CHAIRMAN. Is it impacted, or even in the marginal, or ques-

tionable area?
Mr. LEITZELL. Bluefin tuna were heavily overfished for some

period of time, and the stocks very much reduced. The stocks have
increased somewhat over the past several years, but I would cer-
tainly not categorize them as being either endangered or close to
being endangered under the definition which is in the current
legislation.
The CHAIRMAN. Why do we have this tremendous transferral

from the Eastern Atlantic to the Western Atlantic of these Japa-
nese longline fisheries? They just depleted the Eastern Atlantic
stocks and moved right across the Atlantic into the waters along
our coast, down into the gulf, and into the Caribbean?
Mr. LEITZELL. The Japanese have tried to find the fisheries most

efficient for them. I think that is the reason that they have come
into U.S. waters.

I am certainly aware of the sensitivity to that. It has caused gear
conflicts in the United States, particularly in the Gulf of Mexico,
and it is something which we have, within the U.S. Government,
tried to work with the Japanese to solve.
The CHAIRMAN. We had the Japanese Prime Minister in for a

meeting this morning. Mr. Matsuura, Councillor of the Japanese
Embassy accompanied him and will be returning next week with
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Mr. Yonezawa, Deputy Director General of the Ministry to see just
what the Japanese are doing to react to this very severe problem in
ICCAT, and particularly in U.S. waters.
Mr. Breaux?
Mr. BREAUX. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you, gentlemen, for your statements, again on the issue.
Can we establish a moratorium on the taking of bluefin tuna,

which would prevent foreigners from taking bluefin under the
moratorium, without amending the FCMA?
Mr. BUSBY. No, sir.
Mr. BREAUX. Can we--
The CHAIRMAN. Would you ask that again, and get a more defini-

tive answer again?
Mr. BREAUX. Would you explain?
Mr. LEITZELL. At present, Mr. Breaux, it would not be under our

jurisdiction. We would have to amend some piece of legislation,
either the FCMA or the implementing legislation for ICCAT in
order to actually carry out a moratorium that would affect foreign
vessels.
Mr. BREAUX. If FCMA says we do not limit tuna because it is

highly migratory, the limiting of tuna would be in opposition to the
law?
Mr. BUSBY. Unilateral steps.
The CHAIRMAN. Would the gentleman yield?
Mr. BREAUX. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. What you are implying then, is that an amend-

ment to an authorization bill will not suffice in cutting off the
question of fishing within the 200-mile zone.
Mr. BREAUX. Of course, my point is that the Studds' amendment

does in fact attempt to do that. It does attempt to amend the
FCMA, which would allow them to do it, but it would not be an
amendment to the FCMA, which I think is nongermane at this
point any way.
OK, can we devise a plan that would allow us to regulate inci-

dental taking of billfish by Japanese tuna longliners, fishing in our
zone, fishing for tuna fish?
Mr. LEITZELL. Yes, sir, and we are in the process of doing that.

Billfish are regulated presently under a management plan, pursu-
ant to the FCMA, and the five Councils from the gulf, Caribbean
and east coast are in the process of putting together other plans
which would regulate, under FMP's the billfish taken both in the
gulf and Atlantic coast.
Mr. BREAUX. Of course, we just got the letter from the State

Department that says that the first proposal to that is inappropri-
ate, and therefore will not be accepted.
Mr. Busby, does that mean that any plan that is sent by the

Council would be automatically rejected, or could a plan be devised
that would effectively regulate the take of billfish by Japanese
tuna longliners?
Mr. BUSBY. We would not be opposed to any plan. We are not,

and I think the letter makes that clear. The letter talks about
certain criteria which we believe a plan should meet, if it is going
to regulate an incidental take.
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The directed fisheries are targeted at highly migratory tuna over
which we do not have jurisdiction under the FCMA. The first draft
of the billfish plan which was presented to us for comment con-
tained sweeping closures, 5 or 6 month closures in the Gulf of
Mexico, that were not, in our opinion, adequately justified. We are
not opposed to a plan for billfish and are prepared to work with
the Department to develop such a plan.
Mr. BREAUX. Would the National Marine Fisheries Service feel

that the plan could be one that would be effective, of preventing
the incidental take of billfish, which would be meaningful?
Can such a plan be devised that would not conflict with the

guidelines that Mr. Busby just mentioned?
Mr. LEITZELL. I am not familiar with the specific comments that

you are referring to, but we have looked at this particular problem.
We have worked with the Councils and with the State Depart-

ment, and I think that an effective plan to control billfish inciden-
tal take, and to eliminate that to the extent possible, could be done
under the FCMA and under the guidelines that we have discussed
with the Department of State.
Mr. BREAUX. Of course, the Secretary of Commerce, I guess,

makes the final decision on whether that plan is within the proper
guidelines, and the State Department, I guess, serves as a recom-
mendation?
Mr. LEITZELL. That is correct.
Mr. BREAUX. What about evidence that was presented in subcom-

mittee hearings, that our action, saying we are all of a sudden
going to regulate bluefin tuna within our zone, is going to be an
effective measure? Some say that it will not be, because of the
relatively small number of Atlantic bluefin that actually transit
our 200-mile zone, that the incidental catch of billfish that is
accomplished by Japanese fishermen is done outside the zone.
So we are not going to be effective in regulating that incidental

take of billfish because we do not have jurisdiction outside the 200-
mile zone.
Would you comment on that?
Mr. LEITZELL. That is a problem. There is an inter-Council com-

mittee that is working on the billfish plan, that has looked at the
problems of incidental catch of billfish that takes place outside of
our 200-mile zone. They have, in fact, requested that the executive
branch undertake to obtain international management as well, of
billfish, in addition to what would be done under a fisheries man-
agement plan within our 200-mile zone.
They felt that was the only effective way to conserve and

manage billfish resources in the Atlantic. We are in the process of
looking at the possibility of trying to obtain such measures through
ICCAT.
Mr. BREAUX. Now, certain members of ICCAT, in fact, as a

country, claimed jurisdiction of tuna over their country's 200-mile
zone. But as I understand it, within our 200-mile zone the regula-
tion adopted by ICCAT itself are effective, and the other members
follow those regulations within our zone, is that correct?
Mr. BUSBY. That is correct, and as well, they allow those regula-

tions to apply in their own zones, even though they do exert
jurisdiction over it.

66-489 0-80--6
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Mr. BREAUX. With regard to the so-called Studds' amendment,
were it to be adopted, would the ICCAT be able to operate within
our zone, or would they be superseded?
Mr. BUSBY. They would be superseded.
Mr. BREAUX. Although we would belong to an international con-

vention, and agree to the terms and dictates of that convention
with other nations, we would not be able to enforce those regula-
tions within our own 200-mile zone?
Mr. BUSBY. Yes.
Mr. BREAUX. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Forsythe?
Mr. FORSYTHE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just a couple of ques-

tions.
Buzz, it would be technically possible for ICCAT to establish a

moratorium, as has been suggested here?
Mr. BUSBY. Yes, sir, it would.
Mr. FORSYTHE. Terry, you said that other nations have included

tuna within their conservation zone laws but are not enforcing
them against the U.S. tuna fleet.
Can you tell us what nations they are quickly?
Mr. LEITZELL. I can give you a complete list, Mr. Forsythe.
I think the ones of major interest in the Atlantic fisheries are

the West Africans who do allow our long-distance tuna vessels to
continue fishing for yellowfin in that area.
But I can give you a more complete list.
Mr. FORSYTHE. If you could supply that for the record.
[The following was received for the record:]
U.S. tuna vessels fish in the Gulf of Guinea off the coast of west Africa. The

countries which have coastlines on the Gulf include Angola, the Congo, Gabon,
Equatorial Guinea, Cameroon, Nigeria, Benin, Togo, Ghana, Ivory Coast, and Liber-
ia. These countries have not been enforcing their 200-mile zone jurisdiction against
U.S. tuna vessels.

Mr. FORSYTHE. Just one more question.
If the Studds amendment were to pass, Japan would still have

access in the U.S. zone for the purpose of harvesting tuna other
than the bluefin.
Could the Japanese engage in that harvest without simulta-

neously taking bluefin and because of this, would it be more appro-
priate from management's perspective to bring all Atlantic tuna
within FCMA?
Mr. LEITZELL. I am not entirely sure of the answer to that, Mr.

Forsythe.
My understanding is that the bluefin fishery does have an inci-

dental catch of others and, consequently, would work the other way
around. In that sense, all of the tunas do require management of
some sort, and I think in the case of all the highly migratory
tunas, this type of international management provided through
ICCAT is the most appropriate.
Mr. FORSYTHE. I am not quite sure that you hit where I was

trying to drive because the question that I was trying to raise was
a hypothetical one, in that if the amendment is limited to bluefin
where would we be?
I think your statement was there is a separate fishing method so

there is not that much crossover. They could fish for other tuna
without getting much bluefin.

,
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Mr. LEITZELL. Mr. Blondin may be able to provide you a more
detailed and specific answer on that. I am not specifically familiar
with the details of the fishery.
Mr. FORSYTHE. We Will ask him.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Studds.
Mr. STUDDS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Pleasure to see you gentlemen once again alive with the forces of

the distant past.
I hope the Department of State will soon recognize the inevitable

future trend in some direction before it is thrust upon them by
events and by time. I do not think there is anybody around who is
so naive as to think that we will not soon be exerting authority at
least over bluefin, and if we catch up with the rest of the world
where it is going, in spite of the testimony of the Department of
State, we will find other migratory species under our management
as well.
I assume, Mr. Busby, that you have not yet talked to the Secre-

tary of State Designate on this subject?
Mr. BUSBY. That is correct, Mr. Studds.
Mr. STUDDS. It is entirely possible that the new Secretary of

State will bring a fresh breath of air into this matter.
Let me ask you a couple of questions.
You say many nations perceive contradictions in our Nation's

policy. Can you think of anything more contradictory than the fact
that we exclude highly migratory species?
Mr. BUSBY. I think the fact that we have excluded highly migra-

tory species of tuna and included billfish is a contradiction that I
am referring to.
Mr. STUDDS. You think we should exclude billfish?
Mr. BUSBY. If we are seeking theological consistency.
Mr. STUDDS. Are we?
Mr. BUSBY. Or if we are seeking—my assumption has been that

the law is drafted to protect the fishery interest of the United
States.
Mr. STUDDS. That was not the position of the Department of

State when the law was drafted, as you know. But you are correct.
Now, to be consistent, is the Department asking us to exclude

billfish as well as the other highly migratory species?
Mr. BUSBY. No, sir.
Mr. STUDDS. Then how should we be consistent?
Mr. BUSBY. What I am saying, Mr. Studds, is that at the present

time we have been charged with the responsibility of going off
internationally and negotiating to protect the U.S. interest as de-
fined in the law. I will tell you with certainty that the contradic-
tion that is contained in the law with regard to billfish and tuna
makes that a difficult task, and it is something that is thrown in
our face.
Mr. STUDDS. We are trying to help.
Mr. BUSBY. To create another inconsistency by including a single

species into the law, I think, is going to be more than we could
carry.
Mr. STUDDS. I think it would be logical then to include all of

tuna.
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Mr. BUSBY. From a theological point of view.
Mr. STUDDS. What is so big about theology this week in the

Department?
Mr. BUSBY. A new word.
What I would say, Mr. Studds, as I am sure you are aware and as

the rest of the testimony points out, we are in the process of trying
to do the job which we have been mandated to do, which is to
negotiate strong fishing agreements. We are on the verge, I think,
although I never make predictions about these things, at least we
are going to have a meeting. That meeting will be held next week
and I think it will be a decisive meeting one way or the other. And
for us to make a move which clearly changes a policy as well as a
law, which the United States has pursued for a number of years, is
going to have, I think, a predictable and inevitable effect on those
negotiations and the people that we are negotiating with.
The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. STUDDS. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. What is a decisive meeting?
Mr. STUDDS. One that occurs, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. What are you going to be decisive about?
Mr. BUSBY. We are going to have a meeting on the Eastern

Tropical Pacific tuna fisheries next week in which we are going to
try to sit down and resolve those negotiations which we have
referred to.
The CHAIRMAN. In the Eastern Tropical Pacific?
Mr. BUSBY. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. We are talking about the bluefin.
Mr. BUSBY. The question was; Why should we not put all bluefin

under the law? I am trying to respond.
The CHAIRMAN. I think you are a little decisive about the blue-

fin.
Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Busby, how would it, as you say in your testimo-

ny, put the United States in an untenable position in negotiations
if we were to adopt a position consistent with the rest of the
countries with which we are negotiating?
Mr. BUSBY. I believe that refers to bringing bluefin under the

law.
Mr. STUDDS. It would be consistent if we took that position with

respect to all tuna?
Mr. BUSBY. I am not saying that. It would certainly put us in the

same juridical position as the majority of nations.
Mr. STUDDS. What is so darn difficult about having a position

that is closer rather than further from the countries that we are
negotiating with?
Mr. BUSBY. I think I can say with some assurance that the

position that the United States has adhered to with regard to tuna
for a good long period of time has been a decisive factor in what-
ever success we have been able to achieve in trying to protect our
tuna interests.
Mr. STUDDS. How many countries are member nations of ICCAT?
Mr. BUSBY. I believe the present count is 17-19.
Mr. STUDDS. How many other than Korea and Japan do not

assert jurisdiction over highly migratory species within their 200-
mile zone?

,

,
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Mr. BUSBY. Assert their jurisdiction?
Mr. STUDDS. Assert it.
Mr. BUSBY. I would have to check.
I think they are the only two that have not declared it. None of

them enforce it against U.S. vessels.
Mr. STUDDS. Against U.S. vessels?
Mr. BUSBY. Or other vessels.
The reference to putting us in a small minority of nations has to

do with that section of the amendment which states that we would
not apply ICCAT regulations within our zone. That would put us in
a minority--
Mr. STUDDS. You seem to be delighted to be in a minority of

nations. There are only two nations other than ourselves who do
not assert this jurisdiction, is that correct?
Mr. BUSBY. I believe so.
Mr. STUDDS. In that case, you enjoy being in the minority but in

other cases you do not think it is a good idea.
Did I understand you to say that none of the 16 ICCAT nations

asserts that authority vis-a-vis the ships in their economic zone?
Mr. BUSBY. It is difficult for me to say with regard to other

countries, but with regard to the United States I think that is
correct.
Mr. STUDDS. What about with regard to other countries? We

probably do not have too many of our fishermen fishing in their
zones for highly migratory species anyway.
Mr. BUSBY. I think I do not understand what you are getting at

now.
Mr. STUDDS. I want to know if anybody exercises the authority

which they assert?
Mr. BUSBY. I am saying with regard to ICCAT members, not

against U.S. vessels that are fishing in their zones.
Mr. STUDDS. Why is that, do you suppose?
Mr. BUSBY. Because they are members of ICCAT.
Mr. STUDDS. Consistency is comfortable sometimes, I guess.
Let me ask Mr. Leitzell a couple of questions.
You point with pride to the fact that the United States has

vigorously pursued management measures for bluefin tuna.
Against American fishermen we have imposed management meas-
ures, is that what you mean?
Mr. LEITZELL. That is a reference to the management, applicable

to all ICCAT nations.
Mr. STUDDS. Except it is not applied to all nations. Am I correct

that we are the only nation or one of the few nations that has
made a serious effort to comply with ICCAT regulations, and that
we only restrict and regulate our own bluefin fishermen within our
own zones?
Do we not allow our own fishermen, for example, 2,500 giant

bluefin in the Gulf of Mexico, while the Japanese interpret ICCAT
to allow them some 10,000 in our waters?
Mr. LEITZELL. We do regulate our own fishermen under the im-

plementing legislation. Other countries do implement them.
The management measures, the main one of interest from 1975

was to limit catches to approximately what was the historic catch
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at that point in time. That has been fairly closely adhered to by
the members.
Mr. STUDDS. You think it is reasonable that the Japanese should

be taking roughly four times as many bluefin as our own fisher-
men in our waters?
Mr. LEITZELL. As a simple statement, I would have to say no to

that.
Mr. STUDDS. Well, that is the proposition you are now defending.
Mr. LEITZELL. No, I am defending management through ICCAT. I

think I would prefer to have a system in which the other member
countries are restricted, as are our fishermen, rather than a system
in which there would be no assurance that foreign nations would
be restricted.
Mr. STUDDS. We have no such assurance now, do we?
Mr. LEITZELL. Yes, they are adhering to the ICCAT regulations.
Mr. STUDDS. How do we know? We cannot observe them.
Mr. LEITZELL. We have observers on the longliners in the Gulf of

Mexico.
Mr. STUDDS. How many? What percentage?
Mr. LEITZELL. It has varied. About 20 percent of the rate.
Mr. STUDDS. If they are in tuna vessels, we cannot stop them, can

we?
Mr. LEITZELL. No, the observers are on board because of the

incidental catch of billfish. They have reported back to us on
whether the Japanese reporting is accurate, and their reports are
that the Japanese are essentially accurate.
Mr. STUDDS. It seems to me a sad situation, when the people

responsible for protecting our own fisheries justify a circumstance
under which another nation interprets an international treaty to
allow it and its fishermen 400 percent of the take of a very valua-
ble species in our fisheries conservation zone, and we interpret that
law much more stringently with respect to restrictions we choose
to impose on our own fishermen.

It reminds me of the position of the State Department and the
Marine Fisheries Service on the debate of the 200-mile bill. You
came in here to regulate American fishermen, and American fish-
ermen alone, as if they were the offenders within 200 miles of our
zones.
Lo and behold, 7 or 8 years later, we have the same tenor. We

are going to regulate them. We are proud of how strongly we
regulate our fishermen. It is too bad that the Japanese and others
do not interpret the treaty that way. Just because it is a valuable
resource and within our fisheries conservation zone, we do not
want to do it, because we do not want to upset international
regulations.

It is an old record, and it was not very good when it first came
out.
Terry, you make a big deal about the contention that we have

perhaps one stock here. You say tagged northern bluefin tuna have
been found to travel at least, 4,800 miles across the ocean. You
know the numbers from which that is drawn. It is your own EIS in
which you tagged them, in which 3,000 were picked up in the
North Atlantic, and 24 on the other side of the ocean—out of a
total of 15,000. That is hardly much of an argument to support the
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belief that we are dealing with a single stock. Those are NMFS
figures.
Mr. LEITZELL. I am not making the argument that we are dealing

with a single stock, but there is evidence, both in that and other
studies that have been done, which indicates that there is a fair
amount of interchange between the stocks, enough so that, in my
opinion, the--
Mr. STUDDS. You found two dozen over the years?
Mr. LEITZELL. My feeling is that there is enough interchange that

we do have an interest in continuing conservation in the eastern
Atlantic, and an international regime is the only effective way to
achieve that.
Mr. STUDDS. Let me suggest that the strongest part of your

argument, if you have one, is hardly this harping on the fact that
there is this exchange across the ocean of the fish which you folks
have tagged over 30 years—an average of less than one a year. I do
not think statistics like those add much to your case.
Mr. Chairman, I apologize for taking much more than my share

of time.
Thank you.
THE CHAIRMAN. MR. EVANS?
Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Following up on the gentleman from Massachusetts as it relates

to the tagging studies, it seems to me that the draft environmental
impact statement is fairly clear in that a very minimal number of
the bluefin tuna are highly migratory in nature, and that is your
own National Marine Fisheries Service draft environmental impact
statement.
Mr. LEITZELL. The tagging studies did find a relatively small

number in terms of the interchange. Other evidence indicates that
interchange could be significant, and if it is, I think we do feel—I
certainly feel that there is a need for a conservation regime on
both sides of the Atlantic.
Mr. EVANS of Delaware. I certainly have no quarrel in develop-

ing an international regime. I just do not feel that protecting the
bluefin tuna now, within our 200-mile fishery conservation zone is
inconsistent with that at all.
I just wonder about some of the billfish by-catch of foreign ves-

sels engaged in that longline fishing. What actual enforcement
ability do we have?
Does the Coast Guard have the authority to board?
Mr. LEITZELL. Yes, for any of the vessels which are engaged in

the billfish fishery, they are required to allow Coast Guard board-
ings. We do have National Marine Fisheries Service observers on
board a number of the vessels who not only are given access to the
vessel logs, but who also watch any of the activities that take place
on board the vessels. We have had some enforcement problems on
billfish in the past.
We worked with the Japanese, to try to correct those. I think

their current record is considerably better than it was early on in
the fisheries.
Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Can you do anything besides just board-

ing the vessel, from the Coast Guard's standpoint? What type of
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enforcement authority do they have? Can they actually make ar-
rests?
Mr. LEITZELL. Yes, sir, certainly. If there is a violation of the

billfish regulations, the foreign vessel is subject to either civil
penalties, or in certain circumstances to arrest and seizure.
Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Gentlemen, I have no quarrel in trying

to develop some type of international regime. When we are talking
about wide-ranging fish, or wildlife resources, they are appropriate-
ly managed under some type of international regime.

I just cannot, for the life of me, see why what we are trying to do
here precludes our efforts in developing an international treaty.
For example, we have been trying to develop a Law of the Sea

Treaty for a number of years now. Ambassador Elliot Richardson
has been working very hard at that.
One of the key areas relates to deep seabed mining, which the

gentleman from Louisiana, Mr. Breaux, is quite interested in. We
took the position at the outset that perhaps the United States
should not do anything on a unilateral basis, because it might
harm the efforts toward achieving an international regime, and
sharing in that common heritage of mankind in deep seabed
mining. By now I think most everyone, including Ambassador Rich-
ardson, have now concluded that the United States should go
ahead and do something, at least put ourselves in the position to
move ahead with deep seabed mining, while we are awaiting to
achieve a more equitable and fair international agreement.
I think the same analogy applies here.
Mr. LEITZELL. Congressman, I do not think I would like to analo-

gize ICCAT to the Law of the Sea negotiations, for a number of
reasons. But I think it does depend on the individual circumstances
in the negotiations.
In this case there are clearly tradeoffs. The ICCAT conservation

regime has had some successes. It has not been perfect, and it has
not been as successful as we would like, but on the other hand, we
have to balance against that what would happen if the United
States did assert unilateral jurisdiction and indicate that it was not
willing to have ICCAT regulations apply in its 200-mile zone.
Mr. EVANS of Delaware. As the gentleman from Massachusetts

pointed out very clearly, there is a difference between asserting
and declaring.
Mr. LEITZELL. The legislation that has been proposed, as I under-

stand it, would preclude the application of ICCAT regulations in
the United States 200-mile zone.
Mr. EVANS of Delaware. I think, Mr. Leitzell, we can still comply

with ICCAT on a voluntary basis. I do not think that that pre-
cludes voluntary compliance.
Mr. BUSBY. I think, Mr. Evans, the amendment, as we have it

reads, "regulations promulgated under this act, concerning bluefin
tuna, shall not apply within the United States."
That refers to ICCAT regulations.
Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Well, I think it is a question of what the

Councils do. They can either adopt those recommendations, or not
adopt those recommendations.
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I see my friend John Bryson here from the Mid-Atlantic Council.
They can either be adopted or not adopted, but it puts us in a
position of being able to do it.
Mr. BUSBY. I think, Mr. Evans, we would have some difficulty

with the idea that we would go off and enter into an international
agreement with the understanding that we would not live up to the
agreement that was made.
The CHAIRMAN. Would the gentleman yield?
Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Busby, what you are saying is that we

cannot have it both ways, is that it? We cannot control a migratory
fish within the 200-mile limits, and still have an imposition of an
international convention on Atlantic tuna, and have that coopera-
tive agreement which is not consistent with what we have done
within our 200-mile limit?
Mr. EVANS of Delaware. If the Chairman would yield back.
There seems to be some question as to whether or not the bluefin

tuna are highly migratory in nature, and the National Marine
Fisheries Service draft environmental impact statement indicated
to the contrary. That is No. 1.
No. 2, the reason that I brought up the analogy to the Law of the

Sea Conference is that we are moving ahead at your behest, Mr.
Chairman, and at the request of the gentleman from Louisiana,
Mr. Breaux. I think most of us on the committee are going along
with that, but that does not mean that we are not still trying to
achieve an international regime, and I think in this instance, it
would not preclude us attempting to achieve an international
agreement on bluefin tuna if it can be received on an equitable
basis.
In the meantime, I think what the gentleman from Massachu-

setts is attempting to do in his amendment is to protect American
fishermen, American commercial fishermen, as well as sports fish-
ing interests, and I support him in that regard.
The CHAIRMAN. Would Mr. Busby respond to my question?
Mr. BUSBY. I think you are exactly right, Mr. Chairman.
What I am really saying is that if we are to belong to an

international organization which has as its purpose the develop-
ment of regulations which we go into an international forum to
develop and work for, but then we say we are not going to apply
those regulations within our 200-mile zone, that is right, you
cannot have it both ways, at least not in our view. That is why we
are so opposed to that section of the amendment.
Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Maybe the amendment could be rewrit-

ten. That is possible, Mr. Chairman, at some point.
Thank you, gentlemen.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Anderson?
Mr. ANDERSON. No questions.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, gentlemen.
Our next panel, Mr. Carmen J. Blondin, U.S. Commissioner to

International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas—
ICCAT—Frank E. Carlton, U.S. Commissioner to ICCAT; and
Harold Cary, U.S. Commissioner to ICCAT.
Mr. Blondin, we will ask you to lead off and then we will go to

Mr. Carlton and then Mr. Cary.
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We have analyzed your statements and realize there is a differ-
ence of opinion which we certainly appreciate. All statements will
be printed in the record in their entirety at this point, and I would
ask you to summarize them for the benefit of the committee so
that we could get to questions.
Mr. Blondin?

STATEMENTS OF PANEL 3, CONSISTING OF CARMEN J. BLON-

DIN, U.S. COMMISSIONER TO INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION

FOR THE CONSERVATION OF ATLANTIC TUNAS (ICCAT);

FRANK E. CARLTON, U.S. COMMISSIONER TO ICCAT; AND

HAROLD CARY, U.S. COMMISSIONER TO ICCAT

Mr. BLONDIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I do not have a state-
ment. My other colleagues do.
Since I represent the Government end of it, I think that what

has been said by Mr. Busby and Mr. Leitzell would be similar to
what I would say had I prepared a statement.
I would, however, like to comment very briefly on the effective-

ness of ICCAT because this seems to have come up several times.
ICCAT, in international terms, with its now 19 participating coun-
tries, is really a relatively new international organization. It is true
that the organization was developed in 1969, but as with most
international organizations like this, with a large field of operation,
the first phases are the research and scientific phase and, indeed,
that is where we have placed much of our emphasis, and we have
only really begun in recent years to begin to take regulatory action
over certain fish.

Bluefin tuna is one of those fish that are under regulation by
ICCAT.
We also have regulations that apply to yellowfin tuna and bigeye

tuna. But I think the most important 'argument I can make in
support of ICCAT is that it serves as a forum for scientists to
discuss their research work so that we have a true picture of the
status of the stocks of highly migratory species in the Atlantic.
The regulatory aspects are always difficult in any international

organization. The lowest common denominator seems to rule at
times and, indeed, as has been said earlier, the United States has
been in the forefront, along with several other countries, on the
conservation of Atlantic bluefin tuna. We have not gotten precisely
what we wanted. In fact, there has been a great deal of criticism of
the current arrangement of limiting mortality to recent levels.
We tried to define the regulation more sharply, using specific

years, specific tonnages, but we found that we would not be suc-
cessful, particularly with the developing countries in Africa.
Having made those points, Mr. Chairman, I do want to say that

having participated in ICCAT for the past several years, since at
least 1975, that I think this is the only game in town. And while it
is a difficult one and there are some countries who are not mem-
bers, who are also fishing, we hope in time that we will have
complete coverage.
Thank you, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Carlton?
Mr. CARLTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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In the process of preparing this over-lengthy document all of the
points that have come up for conjecture before this committee
today and before, have been discussed at great length and will be
available, addressed from the different points of view from the
documents that the committee has available.
I really think that the most important thing I can say to the

committee is that this suggestion from Mr. Evans of perhaps revis-
ing the language in the amendment is very appropriate.
I think Mr. Studds' amendment, the idea of his amendment, the

necessity of his amendment is something that the committee
should absolutely not lose sight of.
We must have something done and exactly what that something

is is what we are discussing this afternoon.
All of my conclusions would point to including all highly migra-

tory species under that amendment. It makes sense, as has been
alluded to from several different witnesses already from a lot of
different directions. At the same time it has the benefit of not
harming the distant water tuna industry in their relationships
with foreign countries and negotiating position in the Pacific, and
it makes sense, better sense for bluefin tuna and yellowfin tuna
and billfish in the Gulf of Mexico and in the Atlantic.
I think there is a way to continue with our participation in these

international forums and at the same time protect the United
States interests better under the FCMA. If the language in Mr.
Studds' amendment or another amendment simply said that the
treaty positions arrived at for highly migratory species served as a
basis from which the councils would work, to whatever more strin-
gent positions they felt might be necessary or what particular
applications might be necessary within our conservation zone, that
would still make the United States a party to those treaty agree-
ments.
I think the committee should be aware that any international

conservation agreement that is arrived at is a very basic and
minimal thing. It is not a maximum conservation agreement by the
nature of the environment that creates it. It cannot be. There is
always somebody there that violently opposes it and someone who
wants so much more than they can get and the compromise that is
worked out in an international forum is a minimal kind of thing
that I do not think the United States should allow the regional
councils or any other fisheries agency to back off from.
I think that the minimal conservation position arrived at

through appropriate international processes that the United States
should not ignore. I think if the language of the amendment simply
said whatever international treaties we had provided the basis for
further council action, whatever the specific language was, as long
as that idea was there, that would be fine.
Second, I think that the United States has to have the jurisdic-

tion to inspect foreign-flag vessels fishing within our conservation
zone, regardless of what fishery you are talking about. I do not see
anything inconsistent with saying on the one hand that we are
party to ICCAT and on the other hand we are going to inspect
foreign-flag vessels fishing in our zone under ICCAT regimes. I
think that would accomplish exactly what Mr. Evans and you were
alluding to a few minutes ago and has all the advantages that were
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brought out in the conversation between Mr. Studds and Mr. Leit-
zell and Mr. Busby. I think that single concept, the concept of
continuing to participate in international forum, at the same time
should give the United States the authority to be sure that Japan
or any other foreign participants are adhering by those agreements
is the single, most important thing that I have to say. Now I could
go on at some length into various points that I made in this paper
and refer to some other questions that have already been brought
up. I think the most important things that have been said, that I
might touch on just briefly is this question of whether ICCAT is
working or not. Certainly it is working. Working has to be under-
stood to be a scientific extent, an exchange of information extent,
but Japanese have played with the concepts and with the words,
and the documents available to you prove conclusively that they
are both catching more fish and violating the concept of fishing
mortality under the agreement that they made in 1974.
The idea that we can take those fish away from the Japanese

and give them to American fishermen would be just as great a
violation of the idea of conservation. I think the committee should
bend over backwards to avoid that.
The other idea that was brought up in questioning is this concept

of moratorium.
The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Carlton, we are going to have to interrupt

you at this point. There is a very important vote on the floor right
now on the budget. We will be back in just a few minutes and we
will take a very short recess and then we will continue.
[Short recess.]
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.
Dr. Canton, if you would proceed. We regret those interruptions,

but it is the only way we can operate here.
Dr. CARLTON. I understand. Sometimes I have the same problem.
The CHAIRMAN. Incidentally, we appreciate your giving up your

practice today to come here on a voluntary basis to assist us in
working out a solution to this problem.
Dr. CARLTON. Thank you, sir.
I was about to say a few things about this idea of a moratorium.

There is a flavor of I think extreme positions about this whole
meeting that are unfortunate. These conversations have been going
on for a number of years and all parties concerned I think have
been too intractable. A moratorium is again a radical measure but
does not serve a lot of interests and probably does more harm than
good. In point of fact the bluefin tuna is in trouble as a stock and
in appendix H in that long paper that I gave the committee there
is a very graphic picture of the decline of the bluefin tuna stock,
and just behind that there is another more recent graph of what is
happening to small, medium and large fish.
There are a sufficient number of fish to maintain a controlled

fishery, but it has to be a controlled fishery. The agreement that
was reached in ICCAT in 1974 sought to address that exact prob-
lem. The problem that exists today is not that the species is so
declined, so depleted that it is in danger of extinction, the problem
is today that if you do not keep that agreement or something that
is a reasonable conservation measure with the depleted stock, then
ultimately you will get virtual extinction or economic extinction.
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There are several other points that are important that I think have
been touched upon, and I think will probably be brought up in
further questions.

I would just like to conclude these summary remarks at that
point and pass the discussion on.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Cary.
Mr. CARY. I wrote in contrast a very short statement. I will read

only part of it.
My first connection with tuna conservation occurred in the Fall

of 1948. At that time it was before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, the idea of a convention with Costa Rica to establish
the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission. I was asked to
appear as a sole witness, and, as it turned out, we did then launch
the work of that commission in 1949. I think this is the first
instance that I have been able to discover where an industry, a
fishing industry, sought scientific findings—the initiation of re-
search, before a problem appeared. By 1966, it was said that there
should be a quota on yellowfin tuna. That quota was 79,300 tons.
As scientists learned more about the ocean, the quotas have since
expanded to top limits of 215,000 tons. What we learned from this
was the sea does give up its secrets very easily, if we want to get
poetic about it.
We oppose the amendment as proposed. It removes the highly

migratory species designation from Atlantic bluefin tuna. It places
it under FCMA to be managed unilaterally in the same manner as
coastal species.
The premise is that bluefin stocks are severely depleted. There

have now been some comments to suggest that that is not so. The
literature does not say this, incidentally.
While catches declined in the early seventies, ICCAT reports

show they have increased beginning in 1974 and have run at a
reasonably stable level since.
In our view again, the amendment is not in the national interest

because of the change in principle involved as well as the costs and
losses it would create in our fishery economy. These are briefly
noted.
The principle involved: The principle is that tunas are highly

migratory species that can be efficiently conserved only through
international cooperation and agreement.
This is the principle on which the tuna fisheries of the United

States have been built, and the recognized practical basis which
the principal tuna-producing nations of the world have followed.
The proposed amendment essentially destroys the principle in

saying Atlantic bluefin tuna is not migratory, as we view it, and we
own that species when it is in our 200-mile zone. It also asserts we
can conserve them efficiently by unilateral management. Because
the principle has so broad an application, far beyond Atlantic
bluefin, and applies to all tuna fisheries, it is not a local issue
involving a few tons of fish.
The second point I make, it conveys a message. The assertions of

ownership and effective conservation made which signal to any
nation, within whose 200-mile zone any species of tuna appear, that
it would be affirmed in any decision to claim ownership and in its
ability to conserve tuna. The United States has taken the lead in
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fisheries conservation. This is particularly true as it concerns the
tuna species and is found in its sponsorship and participation in
the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission which began its
work in 1949. ICCAT which we are discussing here, H.R. 6310,
providing funding for that commission, began its work in 1971. We
participated in many conferences of an international nature
throughout the world, Indian Ocean, South Pacific and other
places. In fact, many years ago the United States Government
launched Pacific oceanic fishery investigations. This is in the late
forties, early fifties. In all these forums we have stated that to do
things efficiently we have to take into account the migratory
nature of the species and that cooperation is needed as well as
agreement. The change called for in this amendment would threat-
en this.
A third point is there are costs. The costs are several. The loss of

the majority of our largest food fish fishery which in total, based
on 1978 figures, was valued at $239 million. Tuna represented 29
percent of all food fish landings value, and I present a table to
show how that is arrived at.
The canned tuna production was valued at over $1,270,000,000

and represented 70 percent of all canned fish produced in the
United States.
As a part of all of this, the tuna people have expanded in

different areas. Puerto Rico is a very important tuna-producing
center, virtually on par with California at the present time. Their
1978 shipments were valued at $587 million and represented by the
way the Commonwealth's most important category of shipments. I
would call them exports, but that is not a foreign country and
hence they are shipments.

It would have adverse effect on American Samoa where tuna
processing is by far the principal business activity of the island.
A second area of cost would be, on the assumption that the level

of tuna processing in the United States could be maintained, that
the U.S. balance of trade would be adversely affected by importing
tuna sufficient to fill the gap created.
Imports of edible fishery products of all categories totalled $2.3

billion in 1978, of which tuna products represented just short of
$400 million. Anything which increases this obviously does affect
balance of trade adversely.
There could be loss of employment, skills, investment, produc-

tion. These would be very high based on the measurements used to
determine our national fisheries position.
The. third cost is unquantifiable as has been discussed by previ-

ous witnesses. That is those things that I mention are set in motion
by loss of negotiating position. It will be difficult to us should we
proclaim an exclusionary process to talk to people on how we can
arrive at agreement with them. I have included several tables of
comparison, and this is not an invidious comparison, but these are
what the facts show.
The landings of bluefin in the Atlantic and Pacific. By the way,

about 75 percent of bluefin is caught in the Pacific by American
fishermen, so while the differences are great, it does not mean the
Atlantic bluefin fisheries are not important. They are. In our view,
they can be expanded. In our view, the discussions with the Japa-
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nese which have been reported as productive should continue. De-
velopment of support for information on a meaningful scale on the
stocks should continue through ICCAT as mentioned in the San-
tander report—the first gathering in scientists in the Atlantic to
discuss bluefin. What usually happens at ICCAT meetings, is that 1
week before the proceedings the scientists get together. It has been
the view I think shared by most of us that these should be greater
in scope and we should have more meetings. If bluefin is a prob-
lem, and it has been in years, then we should set about finding
what the evidence shows. You do not do that in 1 week when
scientists with different nations get together to see what they have
all discovered in the year that has gone by.
There are some positive steps that can be taken. We should

support and we all are unanimous in appearing here in support of
a financial contribution by the United States to ICCAT.
The second point I make is that as part thereof, and because of

the concern expressed about bluefin, specific financial support
should be given to some of the recommendations of the bluefin
workshop in Santander. Establishing a permanent ICCAT working
group on bluefin is the principal element in this. We cannot do it
in 1 week.
Another point I make, and this is done between governments,

discussions between the United States and Japan should be encour-
aged in order to continue and extend the cooperation that has
existed with respect to conservation. Japan has a very great knowl-
edge of the Atlantic fisheries. If any of you could attend the Advi-
sory Committee meetings or special meetings which are called
when billfish are discussed, the amplitude of the Japanese informa-
tion constitute nearly the entirety of the record, and this is one of
the advantages of ICCAT. You have accessed this information
which the Japanese have developed.
I believe further that the National Marine Fisheries Service

should be asked to provide information whereby our fishermen can
develop a meaningful fishery in those areas where bluefin are
known to be present but no effort exists. If other people can find
them, certainly American fishermen can find them.

I would then close by saying that a reading of the proceedings,
No. 1, and No. 2, from the Madrid meeting of ICCAT would cover
the answer to a great number of questions asked about bluefin.
Second, the preliminary Santander report is a very interesting

report of the work that is planned and the state of the knowledge.
The final report is in preparation at the present time. And, third,
we have talked about enforcement of these kinds of things. ICCAT
did get through a port inspection plan at this time which covers
tuna deliveries, transshipment and so forth, where reports are
required as to what has been caught by vessels fishing in the
Atlantic. So I end my very brief remarks by saying what we need is
cooperation. It is easy to say that. It is difficult to get it.
I close with this remark. Every nation fishing tuna on meaning-

ful scale require that cooperation. This is not unique to the United
States.
Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Carlton, you support U.S. management of

bluefin tuna in U.S. waters. If we withdraw from ICCAT, how
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would we control catches by other nations beyond our 200-mile
limit?
Dr. CARLTON. I think withdrawal from ICCAT would preclude us

from a great deal of the control that we have had up to this time. I
think ICCAT has had a beneficial effect on some control. My point
in this testimony has been that we need more than we have got.
There is a great deal of reality to commissions like the Internation-
al Whaling Commision and certainly to the Inter-American Tropi-
cal Tuna Commission and some to ICCAT, but the history of re-
source management of international resource management agen-
cies and commissions has not been good. The successful ones like
the Fur Seal Commission and to some extent the Pacific Halibut
Commission have been exceptions rather than the rule. The gener-
al tenor of international management commissions and agencies
has been more of a scientific group and more of a social group, as
IWC has been. The full impact on management has been more as
the case history with whales demonstrates. The stock declines to
the point that it is no longer economically significant. Then the
Commission has lost any significance that it had. I think the
United States needs badly to continue all its participation in the
international forums. I do think that it needs to be enhanced with
some type of enforcement, and I think the U.S. inspection of ves-
sels fishing in its conservation zone is no more than countries like
Mexico and Costa Rica now do to our vessels fishing in their zone.
I do not think that really offends anybody's sensibilities in terms

of something new or something that violates this idea of coastal
state preference or something that would in turn make Mexico or
Costa Rica kick our boats out tomorrow.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Cary.
Mr. CARY. The question again please.
The CHAIRMAN. Well the question is: Dr. Carlton supports U.S.

management of bluefin tuna in U.S. waters, and if we withdraw
from ICCAT how are we going to control the catches by other
nations outside of our 200-mile limit?
Mr. CARY. ICCAT, can make important moves, irrespective of the

fact that international gatherings have been here called social
groups, I have never noted that as part of ICCAT. There is a lot of
work to be done.
The CHAIRMAN. Sometimes I think some Americans think the

United Nations is a social group.
Mr. CARY. I have never attended recently.
We need information to make an intelligent decision. There can

be no quarrel with that. The question is whether this bill promotes
that activity or does not. I would go on the premise that other
nations are interested in the preservation of those stocks. They
have to provide the information, but the tables of information on
catches give you pretty good clue to this. Catches have increased.
My point is obviously no one is suggesting, as I understand it, we
withdraw from ICCAT.
ICCAT, if it strengthens on the premise that bluefin is the one

species they want to worry about or should worry about, should
strengthen that information base and put in a lot of time on it, and
it is going to take money. We have to do this. The Santander
meeting was only a beginning.

4.
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This is not on my part an idea of let's put it off to some future
date and appoint a committee. The ocean is a very big place, even
the Atlantic, although smaller than the Pacific, but nature as I
said does not give up the secrets easily. We have a lot to learn.
Much has been said about the Gulf of Mexico fishery. It is my
understanding from scientists nobody even knew it was there until
relatively recent years, and I am talking about a decade. In addi-
tion to this, if we accept the concept that commercial fisheries
should be conducted in the world, and we are going to eat fish, we
have to think about efficient use, and if we say we know all about
it at any given year, we have to be sure that is true. It is my
understanding that that Gulf of Mexico fishery was developed by
the Japanese. We have to leave room for fisheries development. It
cannot be all controlled. Degree of control depends upon the degree
and accuracy of information. I am not a scientist, but I have
worked with them nearly a lifetime, and we disagree with them
very strongly from time to time. Scientists tend to be exceedingly
conservative. Fishermen are the opposite, and that balance is nec-
essary in the things we do.
Therefore the control, according to the question, will come

through international cooperation. It has been asserted that some
nations did not cooperate. I do not know that the record, when you
take into account development of new areas which have not been
fished before, warrants that conclusion.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Blondin.
Mr. BLONDIN. Mr. Chairman, I think that without an effective

international effort outside 200 miles there would be no way to
control the management of bluefin tuna. I believe quite frankly,
having participated in ICCAT and been among the commissioners
who have pushed very hard for bluefin tuna management interna-
tionally, that if we were to back out of this in an attempt at
unilateral control, without international cooperation, the other
countries could well let what management exists go down the
drain. At the moment, I think it is fair to say that the United
States and Canada are among the nations most concerned about
bluefin tuna. Several other nations I think are now beginning to be
aware that we do have a problem, and hopefully we will get more
cooperation from them. But I do believe without ICCAT efforts we
would not be able to control the take outside 200 miles.
The CHAIRMAN. We have had the expression from this panel that

international convention, not just ICCAT, but others are minimal
in their control and effectiveness.
What if we required an observer on every foreign boat that

fished in U.S. waters?
Mr. Blondin.
Mr. BLONDIN. I would assume that this is predicated on the fact

that we would have 200-mile jurisdiction or at least be able to
assert that right under the terms of our present billfish regula-
tions. I think this might give us a better handle on what is precise-
ly being caught within the zone. I am not sure it is going to have
any effect on the management regime as such. While I think a few
years ago there might have been some concern that Japan was
catching more fish than it might have been reporting, at least
based upon our own estimates, I think in the past 2 years the

66-489 0-80--7
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observer coverage that we have on board Japanese vessels within
our own zone would indicate what they are reporting to us is fairly
accurate. There is not that much disparity between the reports and
the actual catches as we perceive them to be.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Anderson.
Mr. ANDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Just a question to Mr. Cary.
Mr. Cary, first I like the way you laid out your remarks. They

are very understandable. Even I can understand them.
You say here principally that the tunas are a highly migratory

species and the proposed amendment, the Studds amendment,
would define Atlantic bluefin as not migratory.
Now earlier you heard Congressman Studds mention the fact

that some bluefin tuna have been seen some 4,800 miles away. He
mentioned only a dozen, in contrast to the thousands that have
been found within the 200 miles. If you catch just a few that were
tagged at 4,800 miles, against many within the 200 miles--
Mr. CARY. I am going to have to leave that to the scientists. I do

not like to get out of my element.
Mr. ANDERSON. This is one of the questions that I have to be able

to answer. If you have only been able to find a dozen or so that
have gone 4,000 miles, and all the rest of them perhaps stay within
200 miles, am I correct in concluding that tuna is still migratory?
Mr. CARY. A lot of these are caught immediately after setting.

We have been in the tagging business for a long time in the Pacific
and the point is that there is evidence of their migrations, both in
the Atlantic and Pacific, and this is picked up by tags. There are
other ways which are being developed which I have noted in other
appearances, wherein scientists are talking about the mixing of
stocks, you will note I had commended to people here the reading
of the proceedings one and two. As I mentioned to you, Mr. Ander-
son, I do not like to get into discussing the science, but the point is
there is evidence of extreme migrations. Bluefin are known for this
and have been for many years. They have recovered enough tags in
the view of scientists to demonstrate without doubt this is what
occurs.
Mr. ANDERSON. Another witness testified that within the 200

mile zone in the Atlantic, American fishermen had been catching
the proscribed amount and the Japanese six or seven times that
amount.
Did you agree with those findings?
Mr. CARY. I do not know the exact distribution the Japanese

catch. There is a large catch in the Gulf of Mexico, which ultimate-
ly migrate north, and in its migration it is inside and outside 200-
mile zones. As someone brought out, one of the difficulties in such
management is that if we have a 200-mile zone, there is nothing to
stop anyone from sitting outside of 200 miles and pick up these fish
as they leave. We have a rather small quota in our fisheries off the
New England area. It is for the entire Atlantic bluefin area, the
only place that is caught in any meaningful scale commercially is
off New England and a few of the States to the south. It is a very
small quota.
Once our quota is filled, those fish continue to move and they are

therefore caught by other people in time.
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Dr. CARLTON. Mr. Anderson, may I add something to the first
question you asked about interchange and about the amount of fish
that are caught in and outside the zone?
The preliminary week of scientific meetings that precedes the

commissioners' meeting in ICCAT publishes a document every
year, the Standing Committee on Research and Statistics Report.
The report from last year dealing with this two-stock question,
whether there is one or two, concluded with this paragraph that is
very brief. I would like to read it because it expresses the exact
idea of whether there is one or two and how much difference it
makes.
"Interchange"—that is interchange between East and West At-

lantic—"Interchange may be either sporadic or regular. Current
data indicate that interchange of juveniles is not greater than 15
percent when interchange occurs. The existence of two temporal
and spatially separate spawning areas is well-known. The pattern
of relative abundances of successive year classes indicates differ-
ences between East and West segments in that the 1973 year-class
was very abundant in the West while the 1974 year-class was
abundant in eastern waters. These latter two phenomena confirm
independence of reproductive success perhaps indicating biological
discreteness. The data is not yet sufficient to provide for consensus
as to whether there is one or two stocks in the Atlantic."
"In conclusion, it may be stated that the present evidence—

which is still somewhat weak—is toward the hypothesis of separate
eastern and western stocks, with a small and variable interchange
of fish between them."
Now the point of this whole two-stock idea was not a scientific

question. Canada brought up the basis of two-stock separation be-
cause the fish behaved sufficiently in that manner—a two-stock
manner—to allow for a management plan on that basis. It did not
matter whether enzyme systems were the same or whether fish
shared nasal parasites or anything else. What mattered was that
most of the fish that spawn in the West stay in the West and
likewise to the East, and if there was some interchange, the inter-
change was so small that a conservation program put into effect on
either side would be felt on that same side.
The CHAIRMAN. We have a vote on the floor again. It is on the

Federal Trade Commission. We are going to recess for that.
[Short recess.]
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.
We were going to finish with an answer to Mr. Anderson.
Mr. ANDERSON. I am all finished.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Forsythe.
Mr. FORSYTHE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Blondin, I would like to ask you the question that I asked

Mr. Leitzell.
If the amendment were to pass and the Japanese still have

access to the U.S. zone for purposes of harvesting tuna other than
bluefin, can the Japanese engage in that harvest without simulta-
neously taking bluefin tuna?
Because of this, would it be more appropriate from a manage-

ment prospective to bring all tuna within FMCA?
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Mr. BLONDIN. Mr. Forsythe, I am not sure I have all the scientif-
ic information to answer your question accurately. Let me say that
if the jurisdiction were extended over bluefin tuna alone, and that
would make the assumption that foreign vessels would have access
to our zone, as they do now under our billfish regulations, similar-
ly, there is the potential for some incidental catch of other species
of tuna. I think, however, that a closer analysis might show that
the incidents of the incidental catch might vary through the year
by location.
Mr. FORSYTHE. There is a management technique to handle that.
Mr. BLONDIN. Yes, possibly. What I was driving at was that I

would think that if bluefin tuna were under our jurisdiction, we
could expect that if a vessel came into the Gulf of Mexico during
the months of, let us say, January, February and March to fish
yellowfin tuna, that incidental catches of bluefin tuna would prob-
ably be rather high in the Gulf of Mexico. If it occurred at some
other time in midsummer, chances are the incident of bluefin tuna
would be much lower.
Mr. FORSYTHE. Mr. Cary, would you want to respond to that same

thing?
Mr. CARY. The question was what about including all species?
Mr. FORSYTHE. If you bring one in, can you leave the rest out and

still have a problem with bluefin?
Mr. CARY. I pointed out in my statement because the principle—

we are now hinging on bluefin—has so broad an application, it is
no longer a local issue. Hence, it would extend therefore to all tuna
ultimately. Therefore it would affect all tuna fisheries in the world.
Mr. FORSYTHE. I think I understand what you are saying. That

goes to the domino effect of this kind of operation. But I was trying
to narrow it down. Would the other tuna within our zone, which
could be caught legally, involve a big catch of bluefin—in other
words, you just cannot regulate the bluefin alone without having a
problem.
As Mr. Blondin says at least at certain times of the year in all

probability, it would be a problem. Would you agree with that?
Mr. CARY. Yes, I agree with the general principle. We will have a

scientific witness, and I would like you to ask him that question.
Mr. FORSYTHE. I am sorry Dr. Carlton left because I did have one

question for him. That is all I have.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Hughes.
Mr. HUGHES. No questions.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, gentlemen.
[The following was received for the record:]

STATEMENT OF FRANK E. CARLTON, M.D., PRESIDENT OF THE NATIONAL COALITION
FOR MARINE CONSERVATION

The enclosed paper enumerates replies to statements made by Harold Cary (1),
Jack Bowland (in his own name) (2), and Jack Bowland over David Burney's name
(3), as representatives of the United States Tuna Foundation in their opposition to
the Studds Tuna Amendment to H.R. 6310 (to place Atlantic bluefin tuna under
FCMA).
In summary, the positive points I have tried to make in this paper are: (1) that

the time is long overdue for the United States to reassess the relative importance of
its distant water fisheries in the light of changing national priorities, and make
whatever changes necessary to simultaneously protect both of those interests to the
greatest extent possible; (2) that international fisheries organizations such as the
International Whaling Commission, the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission

fr.
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and the International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas are not
operating in a fashion that best serves United States interests; (3) that no interna-
tional fisheries management organization can be effective without an enforcement
capacity; and (4) that there are current and pressing economic and national security
reasons why these issues clamor for immediate attention by the Congress of the
United States.
Opposition to inclusion of tuna under FCMA contends that "highly migratory

species must be managed throughout their range."
The manifest meaning of this assertion is a half-truth which attempts to purpose-

fully obscure the latent and more germane argument on coastal state preference
(CSP). The concept of CSP here refers to the right of a coastsl nation like Mexico to
conserve (wisely use) fisheries within their area of extended jurisdiction.
The observation that highly migratory species should be managed throughout

their range is undeniably true, but the inference that if you cannot manage on an
international basis it is preferable to do nothing, or that unilateral management is
biologically impossible, is simply not true.
At the outset of this discussion, it should be recognized that each member country

in an international natural resource management regime is simply trying to find a
way to limit everyone else's use of that resource except their own.
The truth of this assertion is attested to by the fact that for hundreds of years

member countries of such organizations have, with few exceptions, refused to allow
other member nations or a third party organization any right of enforcement. (see
Appendix A) There is little if any reality to international natural resource manage-
ment regimes that have no enforcement capacity, like the International Commission
for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT), or the International Whaling
Commission (IWC), for example. ICCAT and IWC are worthwhile in their stimula-
tion and exchange of scientific data, and the fact that they do encourage at least the
appearance of conformity to conservation programs, which the scientific portions of
these commissions make unavoidably obvious by offering for many years incontro-
vertible proof that stocks are depleted, or overfished, or both. All too frequently,
however, a member country (like Japan and Russia in the IWC, for example) will
say "I don't care what the commission agrees to, how depleted the stock is, how
good the scientific proofs are, we are going to continue to fish". (see Appendix B)
So it is apparent that management per se, as in the IWC case and others, without

enforcement, is meaningless, i.e., it cannot be management.
With regard to the argument on coastal state preference which is here couched in

biological terms about highly migratory species, it is fair to say that San Diego
representatives would rather that argument be discussed in biological terms which
tend to obscure the real issues. The real issue would entail an objective reassess-
ment of U.S. tuna interests versus other U.S. national needs and priorities. The
primary point regarding coastal state preference is that the United States desper-
ately needs congenial relationships with Mexico, other Central and South American
nations and Canada. The vital necessity to the U.S. of having a firm and fast
friendship with Mexico and Canada far transcends the economic significance of any
fish (let alone just tuna), technological and industrial exchange and other resource
commodities, for example uranium and oil. In simplistic terms, it might be said that
the U.S. must have friendly relations with her southern and northern neighbors in
order to maintain hemispheric sanity; and conversely the case could be made that
continuing to deny the validity, supported by third world countries like Mexico and
developed countries like Canada in addressing the coastal states preference argu-
ment, demonstrates an irrationality if not a frank mental imbalance.
Opposition to inclusion of tuna under the FCMA asserts that doing so would harm

(unfairly, irreparably) the U.S. distant water tuna industry.
This is exactly the same argument that was made against FCMA in the first

place, and is based on the idea that if the U.S. asserts jurisdiction over highly
migratory species, other nations in turn will react with assertions which are harm-
ful to the distant water tuna industry. The central point in rebuttal is that if there
is a cause-and-effect relationship between U.S. initiatives over marine resources,
and legislative or other reactions by other nations, that process began over thirty
years ago, and has long since passed the point where statements by the U.S. over
highly migratory species, other fish or seabed mineral rights, have any effect at all
in initiating further responses from other nations, particularly third world nations
like Mexico and Costa Rica. They reacted thirty years ago and have since amassed
great tangible and intangible evidence that they were exactly correct in their
decision.

It makes no sense at all to say that the U.S. proclaiming domestic jurisdiction
over highly migratory species would cause Mexico and Costa Rica to do anything,
for example demand a larger share of the tuna catch within their conservation zone,
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that they are not doing now. Third world nations are already convinced that they
have the same natural resource rights in their coastal waters that they do on land,
and can simply point to the U.S. positions as expressed in the Truman Proclama-
tions and Public Law 94-265, to graphically illustrate the "have your cake and eat it
too" posture of the United States on this point.
Rather than harming the U.S. negotiating position in the ongoing IATTC negotia-

tions, frank recognition of coastal state prerogatives would at long last put interna-
tional fisheries deliberations on a realistic basis and lead to workable, lasting
agreements, agreements which in the past have been characterized by costing the
U.S. inordinately more upfront (for the creation and continuing support of interna-
tional fisheries commissions), characterized by conservation programs that were
enforced only upon U.S. fishermen, and in most instances adding further damage to
the U.S. image abroad.
The "harm" that the tuna industry is actually complaining about (and under-

standably so) is that one of the richest, longest-enduring gold rushes in U.S. history
is coming to a natural end. Comparing the evolution of the tuna industry to other
natural resource exploitative industries, like gold, timber and copper, for example,
reveals the simple truth of the old homily about those who get their "first'st with
the most'st", and what inevitably occurs when others get their second, third and
fourth, etc. In the history of all of these natural recource developments there are
always those who will not admit there is no such thing as a free lunch, that
someone has to pay the bill. When those who "got there first'st" have enjoyed the
"get rich quick" phase, the prospect of only realizing a fair and reasonable profit is
perceived as a tremendous comedown to be fought against with all means possible.
In the particular instance of tuna, the nation's taxpayers have been asked to bear
an inordinate amount of expense for a free lunch in the form of the Fisherman's
Protective Act, which has cost U.S. taxpayers millions of dollars and caused incalcu-
lable damage to U.S. domestic marine resources.
But these changes have been obvious for thirty years, and it is becoming more

and more apparent that the United States as a nation as well as the tuna industry
itself are now doing each of their respective interests more harm than good, both in
the material world of dollar costs and in the more abstract world of foreign rela-
tions. It is high time for an earnest (and necessarily painful) reassessment of the
U.S. position on CSP in light of the changing priorities of other national interests. A
good brief could be developed on the point that the Congress (rather than the State
Department) is the only branch of government capable of a change of this order.
Established nations, for example England in several instances, the U.S., India and
Israel to name a few, tend to underestimate the power of nationalism, just the
United States (particularly the U.S. Department of State) has completely misjudged
the affect of the Declaration of Santiago (1952) and the spirit behind it.

Opposition to the inclusion of tuna under the FCMA asserts that ICCAT is
working, and bases this assertion on the observation that recent data reflect an
increase in Atlantic bluefin tuna populations as a direct result of the ICCAT bluefin
tuna conservation program.
Again, this assertion represents a half-truth and a deliberate misinterpretation.
ICCAT is working, but "working" must be understood to mean the stimulation

and exchange of scientific information. As a management agency, it is better than
having no agency at all, because there is some pressure to achieve at least an
appearance of conforming to conservation agreements. Although the Japanese insist
they are abiding by the ICCAT conservation agreement, or what they now say is
their perception of that agreement, they in fact are not. Two things should be
understood in this regard. First, when the Atlantic bluefin tuna conservation agree-
ment was passed in 1974, establishing a size limit of 6.4 kg and a catch limit of that
caught in recent years, the status of the stock and the level of fishing effort were
already passed the point whereby simply maintaining the status quo would ensure a
continued healthy bluefin tuna population. The stock was severely depleted, and
what stock remained was being overfished, a condition which clearly ensured that
its continuation would lead to certain economic (virtual? biological?) extinction of
the stock. Despite these facts, the best language ICCAT participants could produce
said merely that the member nations would limit their catch to that of recent years;
that is to say that they would not increase their catch. Obviously, this is neither
management nor conservation. Continuing to overfish a depleted stock means that
the stock must continue to decline but, nevertheless, that was the agreement, the
best that could be done. A second point is that the Japanese insistence that they are
living up to the Atlantic bluefin tuna conservation agreement depends on how you
define "recent years". In 1974, when the agreement was passed, "recent years" had
to mean years preceding 1974, and "recent" could reasonably be interpreted to
mean from three to five, that is, anywhere from 1968 through 1973. So it appeared

4-
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the Japanese had agreed in 1974 to catch no more than their best year from 1968
through 1973, but in two important respects this has not proven to be true. (see
Japanses Catch of Bluefin Tuna, Appendix C)

First, their interpretation of recent years has continued to slip with time to
include each new year after 1973. That is to say, in 1976 "recent years" meant 1974
through 1976. Clearly not what was intended or understood by "recent years" in
1974.
This artful interpretation was necessary because the Japanese bluefin catch in

1974, 1975 and 1976 was suddenly much better than it was prior to 1974. The actual
catch did increase, and the words of Japanese protest to the contrary are in fact just
so many empty words.
With regard to the slight upswing in population curves that recent data does

demonstrate, it is correct to say that there appears to be a slight upswing in bluefin
tuna populations. It is not correct to say that this increase is a result of the ICCAT
bluefin tuna conservation program. Fortunately in 1973 there was an unusually
strong year-class that contributed much higher than average numbers of fish to the
population. This was an act of nature, which ICCAT can claim no credit for, and in
fact has made little effort to do so.
Quoting from the 1979 standing committee on research and statistics report at the

10th regular meeting of ICCAT: "Recruitment of the strong 1973 cohorts and aver-
age 1972 and 1974 cohorts increased juvenile abundance levels in recent years.
These year-classes are now going out of the juvenile age groups, and cohorts recent-
ly recruited are evidently of low abundance so that juvenile abundance is likely
depressed and may become lower. The adult stock size (age 6 plus) apparently
decreased in previous years to about one-third the former level. Recruitment of the
1972, 73 and 74 cohorts into the adult stock may be expected to increase adult
abundance. Last year it was noted that exploitation could have reduced the ex-
tremely abundant 1973 year-class to an average level. Recent data indicates that
this did not occur and that the 1973 cohort is still quite abundant."

All that it is fair to say at this point is that we should be thankful that nature
can sometimes compensate for mankind's failures.
There is an ironic twist to this particular argument from the opposition that is

worth pointing out. It just may be that holding US fishermen off of the small fish
produced by the unusually large 1973 year-class is about to have a beneficial
(conservation) effect in that these small fish are about to enter the breeding portion
of their lives. Unfortunately, they are also about to enter a period of markedly
increased susceptability to the Japanese longline fishery. Although it cannot yet be
scientifically demonstrated that holding US fishermen off of these small fish has in
fact led to a beneficial result, the ironic point is that if there is, and the Japanese
continue to catch 8,000 bluefin tuna in the Gulf of Mexico each year, they (the
Japanese) will benefit from this situation more than anyone else.

Opposition to the inclusion of tuna under FCMA asserts that highly migratory
species move over large ranges of ocean and in and out of many national jurisdic-
tions and many ocean areas where jurisdiction is still in dispute, necessitating
international management.
No one can argue against the assertion that a natural resource is best managed

by a regime that controls use of that resource everywhere it is found.
But the inference that you can economically (profitably) catch highly migratory

species with equal ease anywhere in their range, and therefore must manage them
throughout their range, is demonstrably not true. If it were true, why is it so
important for US boats to fish in Mexican waters; why is it so important for the
Japanese to fish in the US conservation zone (FCZ)? Or specifically, why is it so
important to fish in the Gulf of Mexico?
The facts are simple. The most significant Atlantic bluefin tuna fisheries occur at

times and places where fish congregate to spawn. The fat content of pre-spawning
fish reaches a maximum that increases the quality and hence the value of the fish.
Both the time of year and the geographic location of spawning are constant. Fur-
ther, the vast majority of these areas of concentration occur within the continental
sea (within 200 miles). As a generalization, it is fair to say that a migrating tuna is
less available to the longline fishery than one that is milling around in relatively
shallow waters like the Gulf of Mexico, feeding, or spawning, or both. Fish migrat-
ing through the Florida Straits toward the northwestern Atlantic do appear to gain
an incredible amount of weight on their journey, but they are probably feeding at
depths that render them significantly less susceptible to the longline fishery while
en route.
There appear to be other concentrations of Atlantic bluefin tuna in the western

Atlantic, off North Carolina and Massachusetts, but these appear to occur because
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the fish are concentrated for some reason, perhaps spawning, or perhaps due to

local concentrations of food, or due to other effects of the Gulf Stream.
The point is that highly migratory species are not equally available at all points

over the extent of their range, and therefore they cannot be caught with equal

efficiency at all points over the extent of their range. Conversely, there are certain

areas, notably within the nutritional ocean belt associated with the continental
shelf (within 200 miles), in which a single nation can significantly manage (con-
serve) a highly migratory stock. The Gulf of Mexico, because it is the principle

spawning area for the western Atlantic (if not the only spawning area), is a prime
example of such an area.

Distant water tuna interests have expended great efforts and funds to create and
perpetuate the myth that tuna required international institutions, treaties, commis-
sions, State Department offices and negotiations, etc., for management. (A glaring
example of this effort is offered by the title of the Director of IATTC, James
Joseph's new book, "Tunas: Fish Without a Country.") But this is a mere illusion
rather than a symbolic story developed over generations of time to demonstrate a
solid and fundamental truth; an illusion that no reasonable man can now accept on
face value. If it is so important for US boats to fish in their "traditional grounds",
in waters that Mexico now asserts it has a more significant "traditional" right to, or
so important for Japanese boats to fish in US waters in the Gulf of Mexico, how can
it then be argued that management applied in these specific areas would not be
significant?

Opposition to inclusion of tuna under FCMA asserts that there is no scientific
basis for managing Atlantic bluefin tuna on a two stock basis.

Scientific deliberations had nothing to do with the original consideration of two
stock management. The original suggestion considered by the US delegation was to
"treat" Atlantic bluefin tuna "as if there were" two stocks, for purely management
reasons. Firstly, dividing the bluefin stock into east and west components allows the
advantage that considerably more meaningful conservation agreements could be
expressed, one for the eastern, and one slightly different one for the western
Atlantic. For example, in the eastern Atlantic, several countries now have arte-
sianal (subsistence) fisheries on small fish, those nominally protected by the 6.4 kg
size limit agreed upon by ICCAT in 1974. These fisheries are small, and do not take
numbers of fish that would influence the total eastern Atlantic population. Al-
though the majority of ICCAT member nations agreed upon this size limitation in
1974, there were several who openly asserted (and understandably so) that they had
no intention of enforcing the agreement, so again we have a few words which are
meaningless, or at least do not mean what they appear or purport to mean. If
management was carried out on the basis of insignificant exchanges between east
and west bluefin tuna populations, different words expressing the true situation in
the eastern Atlantic could be expressed which more accurately reflected the reality
of tuna stocks and the national needs of eastern Atlantic member nations.
Secondly, managing on the basis of a western stock would allow another approach

to the problem of Japanese longlining in the Gulf of Mexico. The Japanese catch in
the Gulf in "recent years" using 1974 as the agreement date, or even using 1973
through 1975 (forgiving them their "slippage") makes their violation of the bluefin
tuna conservation agreement in the years 1977, 1978 and 1979 all the more blatant.
The two stock idea was simply another route toward some solution to the central
problem, the inescapable reality that the Japanese are not living up to the 1974
bluefin tuna conservation agreement.
This is another attempt to confuse biological considerations with more imporant

factors (also not fully expressed) in order to avoid and confuse the real issue. The
real issue had nothing to do with whether eastern and western Atlantic stocks
shared enzymatic systems and nasal parasites, or shared any other scientifically
detectable identifying characteristics. The important scientific point is that western
and eastern Atlantic stocks behave as if they were two separate stocks, to the extent
that they coud be rationally and effectively managed on that basis.
San Diego representatives have simply done all they could to avoid reasonably

discussing the two stock management idea because again they see it as another
facet of the more germane argument on coastal state preference.

Opposition to the inclusion of tuna under FCMA asserts that such action by the
U.S. Congress would adversely impact upon US efforts to negotiate meaningful
international conservation agreements for highly migratory species; for example,
adversely impact upon US efforts to conclude an IATTC treaty.
Just the opposite is true. By refusing to recognize the Declaration of Santiago in

1952, and by refusing to reasonably negotiate a coastal state preference paragraph
in Law of the Sea negotiations, the United States has incurred a great debt which
sooner or later it will have to pay in one form or another. The duplicity involved in
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protecting a few U.S. citizens who happen to make their living fishing for tuna and
protecting a large industry with a powerful lobby to the detriment of the nation,
has been growing more apparent for years. The damage that this de facto national
fisheries policy imposed on those greater numbers of U.S. citizens involved in the
domestic fishery and the relatively unorganized domestic fisheries industry finally
led to the passage of the FCMA in 1975. Now there is a significant U.S. domestic
longline fishery developing in the Gulf, which will fish this summer for the first
time in direct head-to-head competition with the Japanese longliners. In addition to
this confrontation, there is at present absolutley no provision under U.S. manage-
ment for any (not one) giant tuna to be caught by U.S. fishermen in the Gulf of
Mexico. The implications of this "new" situation are a small part of the long term
debt the U.S. has built up for years, referred to earlier, which will have to be paid.

Opposition to inclusion of tuna under FCMA asserts that we should not "abandon
international management regimes". Again, this is not the point. Or rather, it is
purposefully taking a tact opposite of the exact intention of including tuna under
FCMA. The prime objective of including tuna under FCMA is to strengthen existing
international agencies. There is absolutely no intention of abandoning ICCAT, or
IATTC, of subverting the philosophy of international management. To the contrary,
including tuna under FCMA would allow more meaningful negotiations at ICCAT,
and provide the State Department a greatly enhanced lever to resolve longstanding
conflicts with member nations in IATTC.
Obviously some individual fishermen and the tuna packing industry would bear

some of these costs, but after thirty years some thought must be given to letting
those individuals and those industries bear those costs rather than the taxpayer.
Admittedly there will be some fallout, but this is the natural evolution of such
events. The better boats will continue to catch fish, and the industry will pass the
cost along to the consumer, who will for other reasons (for example, the increasing
cost of grain and subsequently pork and beef) continue to look upon tuna as a
competitively priced source of protein.

Opposition to the inclusion of tuna under FCMA asserts that their position is
supported by the Department of Commerce.
The Department of Commerce position on the inclusion of tuna under FCMA is

determined by the State Department position because the Office of International
Fisheries Affairs in the National Marine Fisheries Service functions under the
treaties and policies negotiated by the Department of State. Therefore, arguments
for and against the Commerce/State position can be treated as a single entity.

Opposition to the inclusion of tuna under FCMA is supported by the Department
of State.
There is little evidence that there has been a serious, objective, thoughtful review

of the U.S. position on extended jurisdiction, coastal state preference, and the
treatment of highly migratory species since the 1947-54 era which began with the
Truman Proclamation and ended with the Fishermen's Protective Act, with one
highly important exception, which occured in 1975, with the passage of the FCMA
by the U.S. Congress. In the years 1969 through 1975, the Congress of the United
States carefully reviewed the voluminous arguments put forth by the distant water
tuna industry, the Department of State, and the Department of Defense and found
those arguments lacking in substance and conviction. Those that opposed the FCMA
loudly declared various forms of immediate doom would descend upon the U.S.
following passage of an extended jurisdiction act. They asserted that instant devas-
tation of the distant water tuna industry would follow, that nations of the world
would close their coastal waters to fishing, navigation (ending the right of free
passage), scientific investigation and even overflight of those areas, and that these
events would subject the U.S. to vastly increased strategic risks.
Not a single one of these predictions has come true. Fortunately, Congress in its

wisdom weighed the debate on FCMA and passed it by a vote of 208 to 101 in the
House and 77 to 19 in the Senate. The immediate benefit of this legislation to the
U.S. can today be counted in billions of dollars.

It was obvious in 1975 that the tuna exemption to the FCMA was inconsistent
with the general intention of the act, as well as inconsistent with all the rest of its
specific articles. The degree of this inconsistency is, was and continues to be a direct
reflection of the power of the distant water tuna lobby. All of these arguments lead
to the inescapable conslusion that the U.S. can no longer (if it ever could) afford to
deal with other nations (especially our neighbors) touting high principles on the one
hand while performing acts reminiscent of nineteenth century-style exploitation
(commercial imperialism) on the other.

Opposition to the inclusion of tuna under FCMA asserts that "every marine
biologist and marine scientist supports the proposition that highly migratory spe-
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cies, such as the Atlantic bluefin tuna, can only be effectively conserved through an

international regime." (see U.S. Tuna Foundation letter of March 18, 1980)
It is obvious from this flat misstatement of fact that neither Jack Bowland nor

David Burney have conferred with Frank Mather of the Woods Hole Oceanographic

Institute, who is the internationally recognized authority on Atlantic bluefin tuna,

as well as numerous other American and Canadian marine scientists who support
the inclusion of tuna under extended jurisdiction.

Opposition to the inclusion of tuna under FCMA contends that their position is
supported by the "environmental community."
Groups such as the Defenders of Wildlife and Friends of the Earth have done

commendable work on behalf of marine mammals, but as an umbrella group for the
"environmental community", they fail to include anyone who knows anything about
tuna or international fisheries negotiations. Further, none of the organizations cited
by the opposition as representative of the "environmental community" are fisheries
organizations. The principle fisheries conservation organizations in the U.S., the
International Game Fish Association, the National Coalition for Marine Conserva-
tion, and the Sport Fishing Institute, are absolutely in accord in support of the
inclusion of tuna under FCMA.

Opposition to the inclusion of tuna under FCMA asserts that at the last annual
meeting of the National Fisheries Policy Conference, a long list of commercial
fisheries associations supported a resolution against any amendment to the Fishery
Conservation and Management Act of 1976 to expand jurisdiction over tunas.
Several domestic fishery representatives, on recollecting this event, state that at

the end of the National Fisheries Policy Conference, organized by the National
Fisheries Institute, they were presented with a long list of resolutions, possibly 11 or
12, as an all-inclusive statement of the conference results. The conferees were not
asked to discuss each resolution item-by-item and vote upon it, but were rather
asked for one vote accepting or rejecting the whole list. All of the domestic repre-
sentatives with whom this point has been discussed remember being "for" the
general point of the conference and "for" 9 or 10 of the resolutions and therefore
voted "yea". It is also interesting to point out that at this conference there was not
one single representative present to voice the opposition opinion to that expressed
in the tuna resolution. Now at least one voice has spoken.

[APPENDIX A]

In the volume "World Fisheries Policy: Multi-disciplinary Views" (University of
Washington Press, 1972), edited by Brian J. Rothschild, in an article entitled "Inter-
national Arrangements for the Management of Tuna: A World Resource", by James
Joseph, appears a very interesting quotation which underscores the divisive cur-
rents inherent in international fisheries negotiations and emphasizes the point
concerning the necessity of such orginizations being endowed with a sufficient
authority to carry out their duties. It is particulary interesting that James Joseph,
who is the Director of the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission, should quote
William T. Burke on this point, William Burke being an international recognized
lawyer from the University of Washington who is widely known for his learned
legal articles of Law of the Sea matters, and who, in point of fact, was generally
opposed to the idea of extended jurisdiction. It is also fair to assume that for the
same reasons Dr. James Joseph was also opposed to extended jurisdiction.

Nevertheless, Dr. Joseph included the following excerpt from one of Mr. Burke's
articles which appeared on page 108:
The Atlantic Tuna Conference' is perhaps instructive in view of the observation

that "representatives of seventeen nations widely differing in interests, economic
and political ideas, and in degree of development, all collaborated harmoniously to a
common purpose." It is true that the delegates managed to produce a convention
establishing an Atlantic Tuna Commission and in this sense harmony triumphed.
However, the states involved conferred very little authority 2 on the Commission and
did not even endow it with an independent staff. It is easy to produce harmony
when the cost is low. The value of this experience is now likely to be great since
further problems probably can be resolved only by establishing groups equipped
with an appropriate staff and with sufficient authority to deal with the problems
they face.
The point here is that even in an article by a highly intelligent, experienced man

on the subject of international fisheries which has as its central tenet the impor-
tance of managing highly migratory species on an international basis, there is

'Referring to the early meetings, 1967 or 1969, to create ICCAT.
2 Italics for emphisis mine. (Carlton.)
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incontrovertible evidence that those self same experts realize the importance of
enforcement capacity.
A further interesting quotation is found in an article by the scholar Edwarad

Miles in a booklet entitled "Organizational Arrangements to Facilitate Global Man-
agement of Fisheries," written under a Resources for the Future program and
published in June of 1974. On page 4 Dr. Miles, who is also an internationally
recognized scholar in international fisheries affairs, quotes Mancur Olson and Wil-
bert M. Chapman as follows:
What is important is "Whether there is a sufficient degree of organized or

cooperative effort" for the system to provide optimum amount of control (Olson) In
international fisheries management this clearly does not exist.3 (Chapman.)

Miles goes on to quote Mancur Olson further:
We already have many international organizations—perhaps about as many as we

would want—yet national governments are unwilling to give up what they would
have to give up to allow these international organizations to deal adequately with
the international problems allocated to them. 3 Thus we should ask under what
conditions independent countries will do what is needed to carry informal coopera-
tion of formal organizations to a more nearly optimal point.

[APPENDIX B]

The following page is a copy of a letter from the Minister of Agriculture and
Fisheries of Portugal expressing Portugual's objection to the Atlantic bluefin tuna
conservation agreement. This letter is offered as a concrete example of the ease
with which ICCAT member countries may not participate in a conservation pro-
gram approved by the Commission.

3 Italics for emphasis mine. (Carlton.)
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MINISTtRIO DA AGRICULTURA E PESCAS
sECREI.I.A. OE ESTADO DAS PESCAS

DIRECCAO-GESAL DAS PESCAS

Sue referinele Sue tomunkecio de

r-N,. 0. Rodriguez Martin
Executive Secretary

ICCAT.

General Nola, 17

Madrid, 1

L_ , ESPANTJA

Noes refenge.. e" iz 9 DeeLis
". BOA is

ASSUNTO Objection to the second part of the bluefin tuna regulations.

Dear Sir
as

With reference to your letter of January 4.1980;6,e have done in

the past (see our letter 5520, dated November 16.1978), complying with ICCAT.

Regulations, I want to inform you, according to instructions transmitted to

me, that Portugal objects to the second part of the bilefin tuna regulation

which deals with fishing mortality.

The reasons for this objection have been explained time and time

again but neverth.less it is our understanding that this objection does not

in any way battle against the purposes of the regulation whilst enabling ?or

tuguese fishermen' to expand their effort in the Portuguese EEZ, an expansion

made absolutely imperative by the limitations imposed upon our distant water

fisheries.

Yours faithfully

•N

J. C. Esteves Cardoso

Director General

ENTRADA

CICA A

Fcch 2  Lt1AR.193a,

r".2
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[APPENDIX C]

JAPANESE CATCH OF BLUEFIN TUNA; NORTH ATLANTIC OCEAN, 1971-79 IN TONS

Year West East' Mediterranean

1971  1,532  
1972 0 562 112
1973 1,097 44 246
1974 905 2,195 2,195
1975 1,513 2,900 1,260
1976 2,500 1,700 1,000
1977 3,000 1,500 600
1978 2,300 1,500 200

Does not include Mediterranean.

IN THE UNITED STATES FISHERY CONSERVATION ZONE (FCZ)1

Year Atlantic Gulf of Mexico

1978  4-5,000 2,000
1979  4-5,000 2,000

Reasonable National Marine Fisheries Service estimates.
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[APPENDIX D]

UNITED STATES TUNA FOUNDATION,
San Diego, Calif, March 19, 1980.

To: Members U.S. House of Representatives, Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com-
mittee.

From: Harold F. Cary, Executive Director.
Subject: Studds Amendment to H.R. 6310.
Testimony of the sole witness appearing before the Subcommittee on Fisheries in

support of the Studds Amendment to H.R. 6310 (to place Atlantic bluefin tuna
under U.S. unilateral management) stated that: "A growing number of experts
subscribe to the theory that stocks in the Western Atlantic are separate from stocks
in the Eastern Atlantic—".
At a public meeting of U.S. Advisors to the International Commission for the

Conservation of Atlantic Tunas held March 30 in Washington, D.C., the two leading
NMFS scientific experts on the subject did not subscribe to this position.
Dr. William Richards stated that ecto-parasitic studies indicate one Atlantic stock.
Dr. Michael Parrack stated that enzyme studies show no basis for separate stocks

at this time.
There were other statements made by both scientists further amplifying these

views. Bluefin distribution from Japanese long line fishery logs show bluefin distri-
bution to be continuous across the Atlantic.
This information is verifiable through National Marine Fisheries Service.
We will appreciate your vote against the Studds Amendment. Such a vote will

assist in maintaining a domestic tuna fishery.

[APPENDIX E]

UNITED STATES TUNA FOUNDATION,
Washington, D.C., March 11, 1980.

Dear Congressman Studds:
H.R. 6310, a bill that would extend the authorization for appropriations for fiscal

years 1981, 1982, and 1983, to carry out the Atlantic Tunas Convention Act of 1975,
is scheduled for markup by the Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife Conserva-
tion and the Environment on March 12, 1980.
The United States tuna industry fully supports H.R. 6310, as written; however,

any amendment to this bill that would bring tuna under the management regime of
the Fishery Conservation and Management Act (FCMA) will be vigorously opposed
by our industry.

Inclusion of any highly migratory tuna under the FCMA is opposed by the U.S.
Department of State and the Department of Commerce. This inclusion would severe-
ly impact on our present international negotiations for a new regional management
regime in the Eastern Tropical Pacific and severely inhibit future negotiations for
access to tuna grounds in the central, southern, and western Pacific Ocean.
Denial of access to our traditional fishing grounds would have a disastrous impact

on our nations last distant water fishery, a fishery that presently ranks first in our
nation in landings of food fish by volume and first in dollar value.
The highly migratory nature of the tuna species makes conservation and proper

management of the tuna stocks under a unilateral regime impossible. This has been
attested to by almost every leading fisheries scientist involved in the studies and
management schemes for the highly migratory species, tuna.
To make a change of this magnitude, one that will completely alter the U.S.

position on tuna without a proper hearing, seems incredible.
We urge you to oppose any attempt to amend H.R. 6310 that would bring any or

all tuna species under the Fishery Conservation and Management Act.
Sincerely,

JACK C. BOWLAND.

[APPENDIX F]

UNITED STATES TUNA FOUNDATION,
Washington, D.C., March 18, 1980.

Hon. THOMAS B. EVANS, Jr.,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN EVANS: On March 6, 1980 a hearing was held before the

Subcommittee on Fisheries, Wildlife Conservation and the Environment to consider
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H.R. 6310, a bill to authorize appropriations for the Atlantic Tuna Convention Act
for fiscal years 1981, 1982, and 1983. At that hearing, an amendment (H.R. 4351)
was offered to H.R. 6310 which would have the effect of bringing Atlantic bluefin
tunas under the management authority of the Fisheries Conservation Management
Act (FCMA).
During testimony taken at the hearing, the amendment to H.R. 6310 was opposed

by the United States Department of State, the United States Department of Com-
merce and the United States tuna industry. Opposition to the amendment was
based on the highly migratory nature of tuna, and the inability to conserve a highly
migratory species on a unilateral basis. The amendment was also opposed on the
basis of its potential adverse impact on U.S. efforts to negotiate meaningful interna-
tional conservation agreements for highly migratory species.

Efforts to introduce legislation which would bring tunas such as bluefin under the
management authority of the FCMA have been opposed by the environmental
community as well. In 1979, a letter written on behalf of the Society for Animal
Protective Legislation, Defenders of Wildlife, the Humane Society of the United
States, Fund for Animals, Friends of the Earth, and the American Society for the
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, set forth the position of the environmental
community. In part, the letter stated that, "unfortunately, if H.R. 3852 (a bill which
would bring bluefin tuna under the management authority of the FCMA) were
actually enacted into law, the overall effect would be quite deleterious, and interna-
tional efforts on behalf of marine conservation, aside from the U.S. east coast would
be seriously impeded. Even the consideration of H.R. 3852 has the potential for
adversely impacting negotiations now underway to achieve successor Conventions to
the International Convention for the Regulations of Whaling, and the Convention
for Inter-American Tropical Tuna (ITTC). A copy of said letter is enclosed.
At the last annual meeting of the National Fisheries Policy Conference, the

following U.S. fishing organizations went on record in opposition to any FCMA
amendments whih would put tuna resources under management authority of the
FCMA. Alaska Trollers Associations; American Tunaboat Association, Atlantic Off-
shore Fishermen's Lobster Association; Boatowners United, Inc.; Boston Fisheries
Association; Chatham Seafood; Fishermen's Marketing Association, Inc.; Massachu-
setts Lobstermen's Association, Inc.; National Federation of Fishermen; National
Fish Meal & Oil Association; National Fisheries Institute; National Food Processors
Association; National Shrimp Congress; New England Fishers Steering Committee;
Otter Trawl Commission of Oregon; Pacific Coast Fishermen's Wives Coalition;
Pacific Seafood Processors Association; Point Judith Fishermen's Cooperative Asso-
ciation, Inc.; Purse Seine Vessel Owners Association; Seafood Producers Association;
Shellfish Institute of North America; Tuna Research Foundation; United States
Tuna Foundation; Western Fishboat Owners Association.
A copy of the resolution passed by the National Fisheries Policy Conference is

enclosed.
In addition to the organizations set forth above, the Seafarers International

Union, AFL-CIO, the International Longshoremen's Workers Union and the Broth-
erhood of Teamsters have gone on record as opposing any effort to bring bluefin
tuna under the management authority of the FCMA.
Every marine biologist and marine scientist supports the proposition that highly

migratory species, such as the Atlantic bluefin tuna, can only be effectively con-
served through an international regime. The International Convention for the Con-
servation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT) is such an international regime with manage-
ment authority over the highly migratory bluefin tuna.
The proponents for the inclusion of highly migratory tunas under management

authority of the FCMA argue that ICCAT has not been effective in carrying out its
mandate to conserve bluefin tuna. Without going into the merits of this contention
(this is disputed by ICCAT), it is important to point out that it is not a plausible
alternative to withdraw from ICCAT. No country, including the United States, can
effectively conserve a highly migratory species unilaterally. Highly migratory spe-
cies must be conserved throughout their range. This can only be done through an
international conservation regime. The answer is to strengthen ICCAT if that is
necessary.
The proponents also argue that the United States is one of only a few countries

that have not taken jurisdiction over highly migratory species that pass through
their fisheries conservation zones. They insist that the United States should become
a part of the majority. They fail to recognize that the United States, a leader in the
resource because of support for international management of highly migratory
species. While many countries have taken unilateral jurisdiction over tunas with
the hope of economic gain, they have never been presumptious enough to argue that
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said jurisdiction will enhance conservation of the resource. The United States
should be proud of its position, not apologetic.
We ask that you seriously study the proposed amendment to H.R. 6310 and reject

it on its merit. It cannot possibly achieve the objective it seeks. Those of us who
have a genuine interest in the future conservation of highly migratory species, such
as tunas, must examine the applicable international conservation regime to deter-
mine its effectiveness. If it is not as effective as it should be, it should be strength-
ened, not abandoned. We urge you to vote against any amendment to the FCMA
which would create jurisdiction over highly migratory species such as tuna.

Sincerely,

(for David G. Burney.)
Enclosures.

NATIONAL FISHERIES POLICY CONFERENCE,

Washington, D.C.

FISHERY CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT ACT-TUNA

Whereas, suggestions have been made to amend the Fishery Conservation and
Management Act to include tuna under the management provisions of that Act, in
effect, declaring that tunas are not highly migratory; and
Whereas, such amendment would be contrary to clear scientific determinations

and to international management principles for tunas; and
Whereas, a change in the Act would recognize claims by coastal nations to total

management control of tunas within their exclusive economic zones: Therefore, be it
Resolved, That the National Fisheries Policy Conference opposes any amendment

to the Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976 to expand jurisdiction
over tunas.

[APPENDIX G]

THE DECLARATION OF SANTIAGO

Signed in 1952 by Chile, Peru and Ecquador, the Declaration of Santiago extended
coastal state jurisdiction over seabed and fishery resources up to 200 miles offshore,
while continuing to grant freedom-of-the-seas navigational rights.

66-489 0-80--8
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Appendix H
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Figure 9. Total yearly catches, in thousands of metric tons, of all
the Atlantic bluefin tuna fisheries shown in both Figures
1 and 8. Vertical lines indicate fisheries mainly for
medium and large fish. Squares indicate fisheries mainly
for small fish.

(from Frank J. Mather III, Trends in Bluefin Tuna Catches 
in the Atlantic Ocean and the SedIT-erranean Sea, 1974.)
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Appendix I
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[APPENDIX J]

In the paper, the 1974 ICCAT Agreement is discussed in terms of minimum size

and catch limitations. Catch limitations as such were used for discussion rather

than the more complex technical term of fishing mortality. Fishing mortality refers

to the number of fish caught as a percentage of those available, so that if actual

catch is maintained and the total stock increases, fishing mortality declines. Con-

versely, as in the case of ICCAT, if catch remains constant and the populations
declines, fishing mortality increases.
In Parrack's paper referred to in Appendix I, several varieties of statistical

evidence are offered supporting the downward trend in total stock and particularly

the downward trend for older fish. Quoting Parrack (page 13): "The abundance of
fish age 6 and older decreased 2.5 fold during 1968-77. Abundant 1973 and 1974
cohorts and average 1972 and 1975 cohorts currently recruiting may increase adult
stock levels."
Further quoting Parrack: "The fishing mortality rate on adult fish age 6 and

older increased four fold from 1973 to 1976 and has remained at approximately that
level since."
So both technically and factually, it can be appreciated that the Japanese have

not lived up to the 1974 ICCAT Agreement in the literal terms of "fishing mortal-
ity", and that there continues to be a serious management problem with Atlantic
bluefin tuna.

STATEMENT OF HAROLD F. CARY

My name is Harold F. Cary. I am Executive Director of the United States Tuna
Foundation.
My first connection with tuna conservation occurred in the fall of 1948 when I

appeared as the sole industry witness before the Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee to urge ratification of a convention with Costa Rica which would permit the
activation of the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission. The treaty was rati-
fied. The IATTC began its work in 1949. I believe this was the first time in any
fishery where resource investigations were undertaken before there was any prob-
lem concerning any part of the resource. I served as the first chairman of the
industry advisory committee. After seventeen years of work, in 1966, the first quota
on the catch of yellowfin tuna was imposed within the convention area (CYRA).
Quotas have been imposed each year since through 1979 with steady increases from
time to time as scientists learned more about the yellowfin stocks.
I have been an ICCAT Commissioner for a little over a year and one half.
Over the years I have brought leading fishery scientists into industry or on a

consulting basis with it in order to provide a mix of the great empirical knowledge
of the fishermen who build our fisheries and the scientists trained to analyze them.
The mix has been productive. The great majority of employment opportunity lies in
government or academic fishery science.
The membership of the organization I represent is composed of the principal

fishermen's union, the cannery workers' union, most of the large vessel purse fleet
and the U.S. tuna processors in California, Hawaii, Puerto Rico and American
Samoa. It was formed nearly three years ago. Its principal activity is in analytical
work usually through consultants as well as staff on the tuna-porpoise relationship,
the tuna stocks, the tuna fishery and all matters relating to or affecting them.
My organization opposes the amendment (as set out in H.R. 4357) to the appropri-

ation bill (H.R. 6310) which amendment would:
1. Remove the highly migratory species designation from Atlantic bluefin tuna,

and
2. Place it under the Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976 to be

managed unilaterally in the same manner as a coastal species within the 200-mile
fishery conservation zone of the United States.
The premise is that Atlantic bluefin stocks are severely depleted. While catches

declined in the early 1970's, ICCAT reports show that they increased in 1974 and
have run at a reasonably stable level since.
In our view the proposed amendment is not in the national interest because of the

change in principle involved as well as the costs and losses it would create in our
fishery economy. These are briefly noted as follows:

1. The principle involved
The principle is that tunas are highly migratory species that can be efficiently

conserved only through international cooperation and agreement.

,

,

(
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This is the principle on which the tuna fisheries of the United States have beenbuilt. This represents the practical basis which the principal tuna producing nationshave followed.
The proposed amendment destroys this principle by saying, in common terms:Atlantic bluefin is not migratory and we own that species found within our 200-milezone. It also asserts that we can conserve these stocks by our unilateral manage-ment as in the case of a coastal stock.
Because the principle can have so broad an application to all tuna fisheries, theamendment cannot be considered a local issue involving only a few tons of fish.

2. The message conveyed
The assertions of ownership and effective conservation made by the proposedamendment would signal to any nation, within whose 200-mile zone any species oftuna appeared, that it would be affirmed in any decision to claim ownership, and inits ability to conserve the species efficiently.
The United States has taken the lead in fisheries conservation. This is particular-ly true as it concerns the tuna species and is found in its sponsorship and participa-tion in the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC) which began itswork in 1949, in its sponsorship of and participation in the International Commis-sion for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT) which began its work in 1971and its participation in the many conferences concerning conservation of tunaswherever held in the world. In all these forums the U.S. has clearly stated themigratory nature of the species and that efficient conservation requires internation-al cooperation and agreement. A change in this position called for by the amend-ment would threaten conservation as well as the efficient use of the tuna resources.A change in this position would vitally affect the principal tuna fisheries of theUnited States and the industrial activity built upon them.

3. The costs imposed by the amendment
These are several:
a. The loss of the majority of our largest food fish fishery which in total, based on1978 figures (Fisheries of the United States, 1978) was valued at $239,000,000.Tuna represented 29 percent of all food fish landings value (and 24 percent ofvolume in 1978). (Exhibit 1.)
Canned tuna production was valued at over $1,270,000,000 in 1978 representingwell over 70 percent of the value of all canned fish and shellfish. (Exhibit 7.)As a part thereof, severe damage would result to the economy of Puerto Ricowhere tuna products shipments in 1978 were valued at $587,000,000 and representedthe Commonwealth's most improtant category of shipments. (Exhibit 2.)
The policy would also have an adverse effect on American Somoa where tunaprocessing is by far the principal business activity of the island. (Exhibit 2.)
b. On the assumption that the level of tuna processing in the United States couldbe maintained, the United States balance of trade would be adversely affected byimporting tuna sufficient to fill the gap created.
Imports of edible fishery products of all categories totalled $2.3 billion in 1978.Tuna in all forms represented $391 million of this. Replacement of a large part ofour high seas production which exceeded $207 million in 1978 would materiallyincrease imports and further adversely affect our balance of trade. (Exhibit 3.)The loss of employment, skills, investment, production and the increase in im-ports would be very high based on the measurements used to determine our nation-al fisheries position.
c. An unquantifiable cost which would set the foregoing in motion would be theUnited States negotiating position should the amendment be passed. We would thenhave declared ownership of one species of tuna and this would affirm the right ofothers to do the same.
What is important here is cooperation and agreement are needed as every nationfishing tuna on a meaningful scale fishes in the high seas off other coasts as well asits own. This is true in the Atlantic as well as in the Pacific.
A comparison on U.S. landings of bluefin in the Atlantic and the Pacific as wellas a comparison of Atlantic bluefin with all other tuna landings is attached. (Exhib-it 8.)
While the differences are great, this does not mean that our Atlantic bluefinfisheries are not important. They are. In our view they can be expanded. In ourview the discussions with the Japanese which have been reported as productiveshould continue. Development of support for needed information on the stocksshould continue through ICCAT as noted by the Santander workshop.
A review of the overall costs in impairment of ability to negotiate agreementswhich most tuna nations (not only the United States) that the proposed amendmentis not in the national interest.
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4. Positive steps that can be taken
a. The United States should continue its financial support of the International

Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT).
b. As a part thereof and because of the concern expressed over bluefin specific

financial support should be given to recommendations of the Bluefin Workshop

which include: (1) Establishing a permanent ICCAT Working Group on Bluefin

Tuna; (2) Maintaining a central data base at ICCAT; and (3) Providing help on catch

sampling and data collection.—(From page 6 of Report COM. SCRS/79/25.)
c. Discussions between the United States and Japan should be encouraged in

order to continue and extend the cooperation that has existed with respect to

conservation. Japan has a great knowledge and provided the majority of informa-

tion on bluefin and other species.
d. The National Marine Fisheries Service should be asked to provide information

whereby our fishermen can develop a meaningful fishery in those areas where
bluefin are known to be present but no effort exists. In all area emphasis should be

on increasing the ability to compete consistent with the ability of the stock to
maintain itself within scientifically sound limits.

[ExHIBIT 1]

Source: Commercial Landings of Fish and Shellfish by U.S. Fishing Craft by
Species, by Distance Caught off U.S. shores and in International Waters (page 8-11),
Fisheries of the United States, 1978

I. Value of the tuna fisheries 1978
All fish value $933,430,000
Less industrial fish (Menhaden, Anchovy) 103,817,000

Total food fish (100 percent) 829,623,000
Tuna (29 percent) 238,985,000

2. Volume of the tuna fisheries 1978
Pounds

All fish volume 5,014,209,000
Less industrial fish 2,630,393,000

Total food fish (100 percent) 2,383,816,000
Tuna (24 percent) 565,691,000

[EXHIBIT 2]

Source: Processed Fishery Products, Annual Summary 1978—NMFS Current Fish-
eries Statistics.

1. Value of U.S. processed fishery products (including Puerto Rico and American
Samoa)

Total (100 percent) $4,467,311,000
Tuna (29 percent) 1,273,260,000

2. Value of processed products
Puerto Rico $587,478,000
Hawaii and American Samoa 200,187,000

,
[EXHIBIT 3]

Source: Imports and Exports of Fishery Products Annual Summary 1978—NMFS
Current Statistics No. 7805.
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1. Total imports entered for consumption in 1978  $3,097,757
2. Total imports of edible fishery products (100 percent)  2,224,717,000
Total imports of tuna in all forms (frozen, canned, etc.) (18 per-
cent)  390,976,000

3. Total imports of fresh or frozen edible fishery products (100
percent)  1,161,670,000

Total imports of fresh or frozen tuna (28 percent)  327,155,000
4. Total imports of canned fish (100 percent)  137,183,000
Total imports of canned tuna (46 percent)  63,389,000

[EXHIBIT 4]

Source: Proceedings of the Sixth Regular Meeting of the Commission (ICAAT)
(page 64) November 7-20, 1979.

Potential yield-per-recruit has probably increased on both sides of the Atlantic as
a result of the current minimum size limit of 6.4 kg. However, yield-per-recruit
analysis showed that additional increases could be obtained in raising the minimum
size limit. The present minimum size limit should certainly be maintained, and if
practical measures to achieve a higher effective size-at-first-capture are derived, the
size limit should be increased.

Actions in accordance with the Commission's recommendation to limit fishing
mortality appear to have been generally effective in terms of stabilizing fishing
mortality rates. This has led to some increase in spawning stock abundance from
recent recruitment. The Committee recommends that the present controls on fish-
ing mortality be maintained.
The Committee examined the stock structure of the Atlantic bluefin for a number

of years, but the answer to this problem is still not clear. However, it appears that
management based on the separate stock premise might be a more efficient method
of conserving Atlantic bluefin tuna stocks.
Since the general type of measures needed are the same under both hypotheses of

stock structure, no major change in management practices are implied.
The Committee pointed out that:
(i) In the event that there are two stocks, changing the area of operation of

fisheries from one stock area to the other results in a differential change in the
fishing mortality exerted on the two stocks.

(ii) Where agreement can be reached on further measures to conserve the stock on
one side of the Atlantic, implementation of these measures need not await agree-
ment on uniform Atlantic-wide implementation.

(iii) Failure to manage the stock on either side of the Atlantic could have serious
repercussions on the other.
There are other recommendations regarding bluefin research, statistical analysis

and subsequent evaluation of the status of the Atlantic-wide resource which will
appear in the discussion of the general research requirements.

[EXHIBIT 5]

Source: Proceedings of the Sixth Regular Meeting of the Commission (ICCAT)
(page 62-63) November 7-20, 1979.

BLUEFIN

c-V.4. Current appraisal
c-V.4.i. Eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean

Analysis of data from eastern Atlantic fisheries suggested that the size of the
bluefin tuna stock is increasing over levels of previous years. The 1974 cohort was
apparently larger than those of 1969-1972 and should be recruiting into the adult
(age 6 and over) stock in the near future. If pre-adult catches do not increase,
increases in the adult stock may be expected. There is some indication that the 1977
cohort was weak, so that present juvenile abundance is probably not high.
c-V.4.ii. Western Atlantic
Abundance trends estimated from mark-recapture data and cohort analysis of the

juvenile (age 1-5) stock reflect not only size of recruiting cohorts but also magni-
tudes of juvenile fish catches (SCRS/79/98). The apparent decline in juvenile stock
size during 1961-67 was concommitant with high removals and a very slight down-
ward trend in recruitment. The downward trend in abundance during 1970-72 also
occurred with high catches of juvenile fish. Recruitment of the strong 1973 cohorts
and average 1972 and 1974 cohorts increased juvenile abundance levels in recent
years. These year classes are now growing out of the juvenile age group and cohorts
recently recruited are evidently of low abundances so that juvenile abundance is
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likely depressed and may become lower. The adult stock size (age 6 and over)

apparently decreased in previous years to about one-third the former level. Recruit-

ment of the 1972, 1973, and 1974 cohorts into the adult stock may be expected to

increase adult abundance. Last year it was noted that exploitation could have

reduced the extremely abundant 1973 year-class to an average level. Recent data

indicated that this did not occur and that the 1973 cohort is still quite abundant.

c- V.4. iii. Total Atlantic and Mediterranean

Juvenile stock size decreased to 40 percent of the 1964 level by 1971 (Fig. 14).

Sizable stock increases were realized with recruitment of the 1973, 1974 and 1975

year-classes. As of 1978 juvenile stock size appears to be slightly average, however,

sizable decreases will be realized as the very weak 1976 and 1977 cohorts dominate

the juvenile age group.
Adult fish stock size decreased 60 percent during 1968-77. Recruitment of the

1973, 1974, and 1975 cohorts into the adult stock may be expected to increase adult

stock size during 1979 and 1980 if exploitation of these cohorts is not increased.

Although considerable progress was made during the last year toward compiling a

comprehensive and accurate catch inventory, those catches from the Mediterranean,

particularly of age 1 fish used in this virtual population analysis, are believed to be

incomplete and those inaccuracies may have affected stock size estimates.

[EXHIBIT 6]

Source: Proceedings of the Sixth Regular Meeting of the Commission (ICCAT)

(page 63) November 7-20, 1979.

BLUEFIN

c. Vi Effects of Regulations
c. Vii Minimum size limit
The 6.4 kg minimum size limit was adopted in 1975 to reduce the catch of very

young fish. The western Atlantic proportional catch of age 0 and 1 fish decreased
from 21.7 percent before the regulation to 3.3 percent after its adoption (Table 5). In
the eastern Atlantic the situation is not so clear. For example, the estimated
proportion of age 1 fish in the Bay of Biscay catches did not decrease. In fact,
average percent of undersized fish caught was 5.5 percent before the regulations and
32.5 percent after. However, the majority of this increase was due to a single year's
catch. This increase was due to the very large catch of the 1977 year-class in 1978.
Provisional 1978 statistics indicated the Bay of Biscay catches comprised only 1.6
percent, an obvious improvement. The Moroccan purse seine catches are almost
entirely composed of age 1 fish, both before the regulation and after, and that catch
as decreased. Catches of undersized fish by the French Mediterranean purse seine
fleet were low both before and after the regulation. Although the estimates of catch
at age 0 and 1 for the entire eastern Atlantic are believed to be under-estimated, the
available data indicate that a decrease from 59 percent to 41 percent occurred after
the regulations.

c.VI.2. Fishing mortality limit
The effects of actions adopted in 1975 to limit fishing mortality to the levels of

recent years can be evaluated in part by examining trends in available estimates of
fishing mortality rates. Current levels of juvenile fish (age 1-5) in the west Atlantic
(SCRS/79/98) seem to have stabilized in that area at a relatively low level since
1976. Estimates of adult (age 6) fishing mortality in the west Atlantic indicated that
levels were low and stable from 1960-1973 and sharp increases occurred after 1973.
From 1973 to 1974 a twofold increase occurred. Further increases occurred in 1975
and again in 1976. Adult mortality rates have not increased since then (SCRS/79/
58,98).
The French-Spanish baitboat small bluefin fishery catch in the Bay of Biscay

increased by 683 MT in 1978 over 1977. However, the Moroccan purse seine fishery
showed a decline of 626 MT in the same period. As noted in SCRS/79/60, the Bay of
Biscay fishery exploits the same fish that occur along the Moroccan coast. Hence,
these observations suggest the overall catch did not increase. There is no evidence
to suggest that fishing mortality has increased in recent years.
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[EXHIBIT 711

PROCESSED FISHERY PRODUCTS, CANNED FISHERY PRODUCTS
[Production of canned fishery products, by species, 1977 and 19781

Species
Pounds
per
case

1977 1978

Standard Thousand Thousand Standard Thousand Thousand
cases pounds dollars cases pounds dollars

FOR HUMAN CONSUMPTION
Fish:

Gefiltefish 48 268,515 12,889 7,531 267,389 12,834 8,575
Herring and herring specialties  48 138,862 6,665 7,114 95,020 4,561 5,837
Jack mackerel 45 686,445 30,890 11,869 579,377 26,072 7,242
Roe and caviar 48 17,939 861 6,038 18,177 872 4,025
Salmon:

Natural  48 3,142,156 150,823 243,340 3,421,650 164,239 248,425
Specialties 48 2,917 140 539 1,635 78 401

Sardines, Maine 23.4 1,004,108 23,496 27,205 1,127,171 26,376 35,641

Tuna:
Solid  21 6,279,135 131,862 239,319 5,599,087 117,580 242,182
Chunks 19.5 20,857,776 406,727 655,140 29,547,641 576,179 1,025,832
Flakes and grated 18 523,326 9,420 12,155 757,577 13,636 19,631

Total tuna  27,660,237 548,009 906,614 35,904,305 707,395 1,287,646

Specialties 48 4,136 199 149 6,105 293 274
Tunalike fish 1 473,298 9,494 10,635 180,791 3,582 3,571
Other 149,283 7,166 5,019 115,149 5,527 4,087

Total fish  33,547,896 790,632 1,226,053 41,716,769 951,829 1,605,724

Shellfish:
Clams:

Whole and minced 2 15 760,954 11,414 26,269 689,432 10,341 24,668
Chowder and juice 2 30 2,068,950 62,068 38,252 1,964,069 58,922 34,927
Specialties 48 148,556 7,131 7,050 89,280 4,285 4,480

Crabs:
Natural  19.5 257,055 5,013 19,340 255,651 4,985 22,286
Specialties 48 6,882 330 313 7,700 370 369

Oysters:
Natural 3  7 146,735 1,027 2,687 84,328 590 1,337
Specialties 48 192,086 9,220 6,423 225,738 10,835 8,592

Shrimp:
Natural 3  6.75 3,633,346 24,525 71,336 2,334,509 15,758 45,845
Specialties 48 45,775 2,197 1,942 30,707 1,474 1,305

Squid 48 141,438 6,789 2,218 184,835 8,872 2,502
Other 69,051 3,314 2,651 42,408 2,036 2,176

Total shellfish  7,470,828 133,028 178,481 5,908,657 118,468 148,487

Total for human consumption 41,018,724 923,660 1,404,534 47,625,426 1,070,297 1,754,211

FOR BAIT AND ANIMAL FOOD
Animal food 48 10,672,247 512,268 165,686 12,401,543 595,274 222,608
Salmon eggs, et al 48 8,641 415 4,469 7,505 360 2,905

Total for bait and animal food 48 10,680,888 512,683 170,155 12,409,048 595,634 225,513

Grand total 51,699,612 1,436,343 1,574,689 60,034,474 1,665,931 1,979,724

Standard cases 48 cans, solid pack (7 oz net each) contains 21 lb; chunk (6.50 oz net each) 19.5 lb; and flakes and grated (6 oz net
each) 18 lb.

2 "Cut out" or "drained" weight of can contents are given for whole or minced clams, and net contents for other clam products.
Drained weight.

Note.-Final figures will be published in "Canned Fishery Products, Annual Summary, 1977 and 1978," Current Fishery Statistics No. 7501 and
7801.
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[EXHIBIT 8]

U.S. TUNA LANDINGS

Source: Fisheries of the United States 1978 (page IX and page 10).
Bluefin
Atlantic (IX) 
Pacific (10) 

Total 

Pounds

3,300,000
10,944,000

14,244,000

1 The report to the U.S. ICCAT Advisory Committee Oct. 30, 1979 given these higher figures

for Atlantic bluefin: Commercial Catch 1,784 metric tons or 3,932,000 pounds; Sport fishing 68

metric tons or 149,900 pounds.

All tuna species
U.S. Catch  565,691,000
Atlantic bluefin using Advisory Committee figures:
Commercial  3,935,000
Sportfishing  149,900

The CHAIRMAN. The next panel is Frank Alverson, vice president
and chief scientist, Living Marine Resources, Inc.; Gordon Broad-
head, Chairman, U.S. Advisory Committee to ICCAT; David
Burney, general counsel, U.S. Tuna Foundation; Steve Edney,
president, United Cannery and Industrial Workers of the Pacific
AFL-CIO; August Felando, president, American Tunaboat Associ-
ation and member of U.S. Advisory Committee to ICCAT; and
George Steel, Washington representative of the American Tuna-
boat Association.

Pounds

STATEMENTS OF PANEL 4, CONSISTING OF FRANK ALVERSON,
VICE PRESIDENT AND CHIEF SCIENTIST, LIVING MARINE RE-
SOURCES, INC.; GORDON BROADHEAD, CHAIRMAN, U.S. ADVI-
SORY COMMITTEE TO ICCAT; DAVID BURNEY, GENERAL
COUNSEL, U.S. TUNA FOUNDATION; AUGUST FELANDO, PRESI-
DENT, AMERICAN TUNABOAT ASSOCIATION AND MEMBER OF
U.S. ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO ICCAT; GEORGE STEELE,
WASHINGTON REPRESENTATIVE OF THE AMERICAN TUNA-
BOAT ASSOCIATION; FRED SOMERS, UNITED CANNERY AND
INDUSTRIAL WORKERS OF THE PACIFIC AFL-CIO; AND CAPT.
GEORGE SOUSA, DIRECTOR, AMERICAN TUNABOAT ASSOCI-
ATION

Mr. BURNEY. We also have Captain George Sousa, director of
American Tunaboat Association.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Sousa, we certainly appreciate your being

here.
Mr. BURNEY. Mr. Fred Somers is sitting in for Mr. Steve Edney,

who is ill.
The CHAIRMAN. We will start with Frank Alverson. Or did you

want to start off?
Mr. BURNEY. If you do not mind.
The CHAIRMAN. Fine. Dave, you start off.
Mr. BURNEY. I have submitted a statement for the record, Mr.

Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. All the statements will be included in the record

in their entirety. I would ask you to briefly go into it so that we
can get to some questions.
[The prepared statement follows:]

4
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STATEMENT OF DAVID G. BURNEY, UNITED STATES TUNA FOUNDATION

Mr. Chairman and the members of the House Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries, on behalf of the United States tuna industry, we welcome this
opportunity to testify in support of H.R. 6310, a bill which will extend the authoriza-
tion for appropriations for fiscal years 1981, 1982, and 1983, to carry out the
Atlantic Tuna Convention Act of 1975. The United States tuna industry applauds
the introduction of H.R. 6310 as a reaffirmation of the United States juridicial
position on the highly migratory species, such as tuna, and a continued willingness
to work for an effective international management regime.
The migratory nature of tuna makes conservation of the many species and man-

agement of the extensive fisheries for them difficult. Yet conservation is particular-
ly important as technological advances in fishing gear and methods, coupled with
the ever growing demand for tuna, continue to increase the fishing pressure on
global stocks of these fish. If people all over the world are to continue to harvest
tuna, effective conservation is essential. Since these fish migrate through the juris-
dictions of many nations, effective conservation requires international cooperation.
The United States tuna industry is concerned over the introduction of H.R. 4351,

a bill which would amend H.R. 6310 to bring Atlantic bluefish tunas under the
management authority of the Fisheries Conservation and Management Act (FCMA).
During testimony taken March 6, 1980, before the House Subcommittee on Fisheries
Wildlife Conservation and the Environment, H.R. 4351 was opposed by the United
States Department of State, the United States Department of Commerce and the
United States tuna industry. Opposition to the amendment was based on the highly
migratory nature of bluefin tuna and the recognized inability to conserve a highly
migratory species on a unilateral basis. The amendment was also opposed on the
basis of its potential adverse impact on U.S. efforts to negotiate meaningful interna-
tional conservation agreements for highly migratory species.
As this Committee is well aware, efforts in 1979 to bring Atlantic bluefin tuna

under the management authority of the FCMA were opposed by the National
Fisheries Policy Conference and the environmental community as well. The environ-
mental community expressed concern at that time that such an effort to bring
bluefin tuna under the management authority of the FCMA would be quite deleteri-
ous to the conservation of the resource and additionally argued that international
efforts on behalf of marine conservation would be seriously impeded. The tuna
industry agrees with that assessment.
The FCMA provides that the exclusive management authority of the United

States shall not include or be construed to extend to highly migratory species of
fish. Highly migratory species of fish are defined by the FCMA to mean species of
tuna which in the course of their life cycle spawn and migrate over great distances
in waters of the ocean. As pointed out by the National Marine Fishery Service,
"Tagged northern bluefin tuna have been found to travel at least 4,830 miles across
the Atlantic Ocean in 119 days and are believed to be capable of undertaking
journeys nearly equal to circum-navigating the earth". It is impossible to conceive
how such a species could be managed within a small segment of its range.
Proponents of the proposed amendment (H.R. 4351) have raised the following

points which are responded to herein:
Statement 1. The tuna industry maintains that if you can not manage a highly

migratory species on an international basis, it is preferable to do nothing.
Response. This is obviously untrue and without foundation. The tuna industry

does support international management of highly migratory species and believes
that this can only be achieved through persistent negotiation by a conservation
oriented country such as the United States. We cannot accept failure in this endeav-
or.
Statement 2. There is little if any reality to international natural resource man-

agement regimes that have no enforcement capacity.
Response. It should be pointed out that enforcement capacity is only necessary if

the international regime is being violated. Whether an enforcement program is
necessary to carry out the full mandate given to ICCAT should be the subject of
further investigation. If an enforcement program is necessary, one should be initiat-
ed through the ICCAT organization. The plain truth is a unilateral enforcement
program by one nation is not sufficient to conserve the resource. While it may be
laudatory, it is not effective.
Statement 3. The San Diego representatives (U.S. tuna industry) would rather

have the argument (whether or not bluefin tuna should be placed under the man-
agement authority of the FCMA) be discussed in biological terms which tend to
obscure the real issues. They go on to state that, "the real issue would entail an
objective reassessment of U.S. tuna interests versus other U.S. national needs and
priorities".



120

Response. It is true that United States tuna industry's position is that the Fisher-
ies Conservation Management Act was passed for the purpose of assuring future
conservation of fishery resources found within the fishery conservation zone. It is
also true that the United States tuna industry believes that ICCAT was created for
the primary purpose of conserving certain highly migratory fishery resources found
in the Atlantic Ocean. For these reasons, it would appear that the biological aspect
of the bluefin tuna issue should receive a high priority.

If we are to address the assessment of the U.S. tuna industry versus other U.S.
national needs and priorities, we would have to consider the value of the resource
sought to be protected by the proposed amendment (value of bluefin tuna found
within the fishery conservation zone of the United States) versus the potential
adverse impact the amendment would have on the conservation of the Atlantic
bluefin resource and the potential adverse impact on the availability of tuna pres-
ently harvested by the U.S. high seas distant water tuna fleet. Even proponents of
the proposed amendment would agree within the fishery conservation zone of the
United States, is miniscule compared to the value of the bluefin tuna resource as a
whole combined with other tunas harvested by the United States high seas distant
water tuna fleet.
Statement 4. The United States desperately needs congenial relationships with

Mexico, other Central and South American nations, and Canada.
Response. While this is certainly desirable, these relationships can not be won

through meaningless conciliation on the part of the United States. As Congressman
Gerry Studds is well aware, we cannot condone a fishery treaty just to enhance a
relationship if it is not in the best interest of the United States. While Congressman
Studds has openingly opposed the proposed U.S.-Canadian fishery treaty, he certain-
ly has not advocated that we break off diplomatic relations with Canada.
While we must always be aware of our relationships with neighbors, we must also

earn their respect by negotiating in good faith towards an equitable understanding.
I hope that this country has not reached the point that we are prepared to concede
on all issues when negotiating with our neighbors just for the sake of retaining
their friendship. The United States' position on highly migratory species, while
unpopular with several of our neighbors, cannot be questioned when conservation is
the topic under consideration. We should never forget this.
In addition it should be noted that the United States tuna fishermen have

contributed heavily to the development of tuna fisheries of many nations in North
America, South America, Africa, and the Pacific Islands. If a restrictive system of
unilateral controls had been in effect, the expansion for not only the United States,
but for many other nations would have ranged from nonexistent to minimal. If a
restrictive system is introduced to the tuna fishery world, it would limit expansion
with a resultant reduction in catch and a tremendous increase in cost and therefore
prices to the consumer.
Statement 5. The U.S. negotiating position on the ongoing IATTC negotiations

would be enhanced if the United States would recognize coastal state preference
over highly migratory species.
Response. This statement is particularly interesting since the view expressed is

not shared by the Department of State, the agency charged with the responsibility
for negotiating international fishery agreements on behalf of the United States. It is
well recognized that the United States, through the Inter-American Tropical Tuna
Commission, the International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas
and the International Whaling Commission has long been the standard bearer for
conservation of highly migratory species.
The proponents of the proposed amendment have long argued that tuna should be

brought under the management authority of the FCMA in order to bring U.S. policy
in line with that of a majority of other nations in claiming jurisdiction over tunas.
This completely ignores the fact that nearly 80 percent of the world's catch of
market species of tuna is produced by Japan, United States, South Korea, Taiwan,
Spain, and France. All of these nations endorse the scientifically based highly
migratory species concept upon which the FCMA tuna provisions are premised. Of
equal importance is the fact that these nations perform and have sponsored nearly
all the world's research on tuna species.
Statement 6. The nation's tax payers have been asked to bear an inordinate

amount of expense for a free lunch in the form of the Fishermen's Protective Act
which has cost U.S. tax payers millions of dollars and caused incalculable damage to
U.S. domestic marine resources.
Response. I am not sure of the basis for the statement; however, it should be

pointed out that the Fishermen's Protective Act provides a mechanism for recover-
ing .all the monies expended pursuant to the Act, through deductions from the
foreign assistant programs of the subject nation.
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It really all comes back to the same issue, whether or not you believe that highly
migratory species can be and should be managed on a unilateral basis. The United
States has taken the position that this is not realistic and has backed this position
with the Fishermen's Protective Act. Without this Act, we would have no distant
water fishing fleet and we would appreciably reduce our ability to negotiate interna-
tional conservation agreements.
Statement 7. It is not true that you can catch highly migratory species with equal

ease anywhere in their range, and therefore they don't have to be conserved
throughout their range. If this were true, why is it so important for U.S. boats to
fish in Mexican waters.

Response. No one has ever argued that it is easy to catch any highly migratory
species anywhere. The argument that has been made is that you can only conserve
a highly migratory species if conservation takes place throughout the range.

It may be true that there are certain areas where highly migratory species
congregate during the course of a calendar year. It may also be true that if you
protect the resource at that location during that time of the year you will have
succeeded in partial conservation. The problem is that the highly migratory species
move on. Unless conservation is extended to the new area where the species congre-
gates, you have lost everything you have gained in the earlier partial conservation.

It is true that the United States tuna industry fishes in waters claimed by the
government of Mexico. It is also true however that the government of Mexico's tuna
vessel fish in waters claimed by other countries. This is the nature of the interna-
tional tuna fishery.
Statement 8. It was obvious in 1975 that the tuna exemption to the FCMA was

inconsistent with the general intention of the Act, as well as inconsistent with all of
the rest of its specific articles.

Response. This is a preposterous statement. It is obvious that the FCMA was
designed to protect equally the national interests in all species of fish and shellfish,
whether coastal, shelf, anadromous, or migratory. While it is often said that the
FCMA exempts tuna, this is incorrect. Tuna is covered by the Act. What distin-
guishes it from other species is that it is designated for what it is—highly migra-
tory—and because of this, it is subject to management by international agreement
as the logical way to insure conservation. The FCMA clearly recognizes that tuna,
as a migratory species, cannot effectively or efficiently be manged by this nation or
any other single nation.
In the final analysis, recognition that tuna is highly migratory does not result

from the FCMA, policy or political decisions, but from clear scientific determina-
tions about the tuna species and its well known characteristics. Dr. James Joseph,
Director of Investigation for the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission, and a
leading authority on managment of highly migratory species, has written a paper
entitled "The Management of Highly Migratory Species." Dr. Joseph explains the
problem of managing highly migratory species as follows: "Management (of highly
migratory species) cannot be applied affectively over a portion of a stock's range,
because what happens in another portion of its range will affect the entire
stock . . ., if coastal states alone were to be given management authority for highly
migratory species, they might well find themselves, as a result of over-fishing in
mid-ocean, exercising sovereign rights over 200 miles of empty water."
While many countries have taken unilateral jurisdiction over tunas with the hope

of economic gain, they have never been presumptuous enough to argue that said
jurisdiction would enhance conservation of the resource. The United States should
be proud of its position on highly migratory species such as tuna, not apologetic.
We ask that you seriously study the proposed amendment to H.R. 6310 and reject

it on its merits. It cannot possibly achieve the objective it seeks. Those of us who
have a genuine interest in the future conservation of highly migratory species such
as tuna, must examine the applicable international conservation regime to deter-
mine its effectiveness. If it is not as effective as it should be, it should be strength-
ened, not abandoned. We urge you to vote against any amendment to the FCMA
which would create jurisdiction over highly migratory species such as bluefin tuna.

Mr. BURNEY. If I could clarify a couple of points that have been
raised earlier that I think are very important.
I still feel I am in court, Mr. Chairman, on the tuna/porpoise

hearings, and I keep thinking I am back before another judge.
I would like to clarify several points that have been raised and I

think are very important. I will let my statement basically speak
for itself.
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One of the things we have to do is keep this whole subject in the

proper perspective. What we are talking about and what we are

dealing with here is 1 percent of the total tuna taken by the

United States annually. We are talking about 1 percent of that

tuna. This is the amount of bluefin tuna that is taken off the Gulf

States, and off of the East Coast States. One percent is taken

within our 200-mile zone.
We have another 99 percent of that tuna that goes to consumers

in this country. Of the 1 percent we are dealing with here, bluefin

tuna, approximately half of that makes its way to Japan and their

market. So when we are looking at this from the perspective of the

consumer, we really have to weigh in our minds which is more

important, the 99 percent, that is going to the consumer of the

United States, or the 1 percent that is under discussion here today.

No way am I trying to minimize or indicate that there should not

be a concern with the health and welfare of bluefin tuna found off

the coast of the United States. Unfortunately or fortunately it is a

highly migratory species. There have been some discussions today

that would indicate that is in doubt. I would like the scientists to

speak to that, but I have never read anything in any of the litera-

ture which would indicate the bluefin tuna are not highly migra-

tory. We have heard a great deal of discussion about a possible two-

stock theory.
Now let us bring that back into perspective. Even if there are

two stocks, both of those stocks are found inside and outside of our
200-mile zones. In the western Pacific alone if we are just going to
isolate that particular area, those stocks face approximately 22
different nations. So you still have the same problem. If you are
going to have a meaningful conservation program, you have to
insure the cooperation of all countries through whose waters these
stocks pass. We are just avoiding the issue if we do not look at it
from that perspective. We have had some discussion about the
possibility of bluefin tuna being an endangered species. I hope that
has been resolved to your satisfaction. There is no evidence that
bluefin tuna is an endangered species. I think all of these things
are very important. A lot of times we go to these hearings—
certainly this industry has experienced this with the tuna/porpoise
issue over the years. I recall sitting here when everybody stood up
and said we had endangered species of porpoise, and therefore the
tuna industry was wearing a black hat.
Now that we have finally gotten some scientific evidence on the

porpoise stocks and we just finished a hearing on that issue, we are
finding that is not quite the truth. What we were talking about
was some legal fiction of depletion, and I think after the hearings
that we have just completed that particular issue will be resolved.
A lot of times we burden the record with a number of things that
are self serving, and we never really hit the real issue. If we are
going to conserve, if conservation is all this committee is interested
in, if that is your No. 1 goal, then you have to face the reality that
this bluefin tuna is highly migratory species, and you need interna-
tional cooperation. I think the problem that we all face is how do
you get international cooperation?
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Dr. Carlton is right. There has to be some sort of enforcement
program or you are just paying lip service. You have to have some
way of insuring that international cooperation.
Let me say to this committee you are never going to get that

international cooperation by taking unilateral jurisdiction over re-
source. What the foreign fleets are going to do is the same thing
that the tuna industry had to threaten with Mexico. That is stay
201 miles outside and take all of the tuna that they can. That is
the only way of teaching people that you can not take unilateral
jurisdiction over highly migratory species. If we recognize that
bluefin are highly migratory, and we need international coopera-
tion, we need to come up with some sort of mechanism that insures
this.
Congressman Studds—I wish he was here, and I hope he gets

back before we are through—made a statement that I think is very
important that we address. He says when are we going to catch up
with the rest of the world?
He indicates that the rest of the world has taken 200-mile juris-

diction over tunas. Now I would say for the United States to catch
up with the rest of the world on this issue, we would have to slam
on the brakes and start back-pedaling because nobody in the world
has ever questioned our position on highly migratory species. We
are right. If you are going to manage highly migratory species, it
has to be done through international agreement. You look at the
countries that have taken 200-mile jurisdiction over highly migra-
tory species, and you will see the reason. It is either political or
economically expedient. They are still dealing with the United
States. They still want the United States to come down and harvest
that fish if they do not have their own fleet. They just want
them—they want us to pay a dollar. They never sit around the
table and tell you that a resource is going to be in their waters 12
months out of the year. They are very honest. They think it will be
there for 1 or 2 months of the year. It usually shows up and then it
goes somewhere else.
The trouble is that is not conservation. That is not what the

FCMA is all about. The idea that the FCMA exempts tuna, is
pounded into my head every day back here. The FCMA does not
exempt tuna, it treats it for what it is, a highly migratory species,
and it states that international accord should govern the conserva-
tion of the resource.
I think if this committee questions nothing else during the

course of this entire proceeding, it must question whether bluefin
tuna is highly migratory, and is it realistic to think that we can
unilaterally regulate and conserve the species?

If it is not, then we have to push forward with an international
conservation program and we should be gearing our effort to
strengthening ICCAT, not abolishing it.
I will say one last thing. I do not think the United States should

ever be apologetic for the position it has taken on highly migratory
species. Without the United States, and several other countries
that have strongly opposed any effort to take unilateral jurisdiction
over highly migratory species, we would never have conservation of
that resource.
Thank you.
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Mr. ALVERSON. My name is Frank Alverson. I am the vice presi-
dent of Research for Living Marine Resources, San Diego base
consulting firm, and one of our clients from time to time is the
tuna industry. I am here on their behalf today. I am rather flat-
tered by the comment here that I am the chief scientist, and I
think my associate Gordon Broadhead and some others might take
umbrage. I think that more correctly should just state scientist,
and I would feel a little more comfortable with it.
Most of the areas that I would like to talk about have been

covered, and I believe the committee has been furnished within the
last month or so two documents defining highly migratory tunas,
and tuna and billfish—tuna and billfish, fish without a country.
Those two documents plus Public Law 94-265 form the basis for my
testimony, which is only going to be in the biological area. I think
we should note that item three of Public Law 94-265 states to the
extent practicable an individual stock of fish will be managed as a
unit throughout its range, and interrelated stock of fish shall be
managed as a unit or in close coordination. That is the key item
that we are talking about here today. I am not going to talk about
what criteria contributed to an animal being declared highly mi-
gratory. It is all here, and we do not have to go into that or species
that are involved. I do have in my statement a figure depicting
distribution of both Atlantic and Pacific bluefin, and I have also
sketched in this the U.S. 200 mile.
You will note that is a very small portion of the distribution of

either species. If we take, as some proponents state, there are two
stocks of bluefin in the Atlantic and apparently some people may
say three, I believe the scientific evidence at Santander pointed out
the issue is in doubt or they did not have enough to make a
judgment, and with respect to even the western portion of the
Atlantic bluefin stock we should know that it fronts on 22 different
political entities stretching between Canada and apparently as far
south as the Argentine.
Dr. Joseph and his colleagues at the Tuna Commission, the Inter-

American Tropical Tuna Commission, have been engaged in man-
agement of a highly migratory species for many years—yellow fin
and skipjack—and I would just like to note what they state.
The migratory nature of the tuna and billfishes makes conservation of the many

species and management of the extensive fisheries on them difficult.

And we should emphasize the word "difficult."
Yet conservation is particularly important as technological advances in fishing

gear and methods, coupled with evergrowing demand for tuna and billfish, continue
to increase the fishing pressure on global stocks of these fish. If people all over the
world are to continue to harvest tuna and billfish, effective conservation is essential.
Because these fish migrate through the jurisdictions of many nations, effective
conservation requires international cooperation.

In my statement I have presented a figure which shows that the
bluefin are distributed continuously across the Atlantic, and at this
point I would like to comment with respect to Figure 2, that that
should be "1966 to 1976," not to "1968," as I see the figure states.
Furthermore, if one looks at a paper by Susan Brunenmeister on

the monthly distribution of these bluefin catches, one will note
that bluefin catches have been made by longline gear clear across
the Atlantic in every month of the year, indicating that not all of

•
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these fish are showing up on either the western or the eastern side
of the ocean at any one time or season.
I think a decision by the United States to manage bluefin tuna

unilaterally would be the equivalent of a declaration that tunas are
not highly migratory and can be conserved by a single coastal
state, and that they can be managed without the reliance of the
best scientific evidence.
Such a declaration would result, in my opinion, in the creation of

a series of national lakes with each party doing what it believes is
best for its citizens when the bluefin tuna, and any other species of
tuna, appears in its waters, but what cumulatively would be to the
detriment of the species and stocks involved.
No matter how we define things politically, we must not try to

redefine reality. Man's laws in some manner must conform to those
of nature.
So if we are going to preserve the stocks, it has to be done

somehow within the framework of an international body that can
do it. I fully realize that ICCAT has had its critics—and it is not a
perfect body; I don't think any body of that nature is ever going to
be perfect. There's been a lot of discussion today with respect to do
we have one stock, do we have two stocks—what is going on out
there. There is a summary and discussion of technical information
pertaining to the geographical discreteness of Atlantic bluefin tuna
resources, and it was presented at ICCAT last year. The document
numbered 79/95 was published by Susan Brunenmeister, who is
with the Southeast Fisheries Center group, and she has some sum-
maries and conclusions which I have appended as my appendix 1,
and the people involved can read it at their leisure. Appendix 2 is
merely a discussion of unit stock management and its concept, and
this was a panel that presented the information at last year's tuna
conference in California.
And I do have an appendix 3 which are some comments on the

testimony of Christopher Weld, and he talks about a sudden and
rapid depletion, for instance, of Atlantic bluefin and points out the
collapse of fisheries in Norway, Germany, and Portugal in the
early seventies. And if one looks at the actual landings which are
appended to my appendix 3, table 1, apparently the German fish-
ery really didn't exist at all in the seventies, the Norwegians had a
fairly good fishery early on, and then it declined and then it
bounced back. Portugal in 1978 caught about 10 times as much as
it did in 1968.
Furthermore, the overall landings of bluefin in the Atlantic were

about 16,000 tons in 1968 and in 1978 there were approximately
22,000 tons. The catch has gone up, it's gone down, it's been fairly
stable since 1974. I don't see any indications here on the prima
facie evidence that indicates that the Atlantic bluefin is threatened
with disaster.
One more comment. There was some discussion early on about

tag recoveries, 29 that were tagged in the western Atlantic and
that were recovered in the eastern Atlantic. I am not sure what
the source of that information is, but if one looks at this document
by Brunenmeister, the figures don't quite jibe. I counted 43.
I think the important thing to remember is that this isn't really

a forum to discuss recoveries, because one would have to refine the

66-489 0-80--9
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data, tossing out first-year captures, recaptures, and things of that

nature.
With reference to tags, it is interesting to note that fish tagged

in the Bahamas have been caught in Norway, Brazil, New Eng-

land, the Argentine, and the Gulf of Mexico, so the fish that have
gone by the Bahamas have spun out and been taken everywhere.
With that I think I will conclude my statement. Thank you.
Oh, one comment. I think in the 1979 season, fishermen in the

Bay of Biscay recovered bluefin tuna that had been tagged off of
New Jersey, I believe, by a purse seiner. They recovered a fish that
had been tagged in 1976, a fish that had been tagged in 1977, and
they recovered a fish that had been tagged in 1978. It is interesting
to note also that they apparently in a Spanish trap they recovered
a fish that had been tagged off the western Atlantic in 1966, or
thirteen years earlier. There is indication of an interchange—and
the degree perhaps we don't know—but Brunenmeister's document
should give everyone a better feel for it.
Thank you.
[The following was received for the record:]

TESTIMONY OF FRANKLIN G. ALVERSON, VICE PRESIDENT, LIVING MARINE
RESOURCES, INC. ON BEHALF OF THE UNITED STATES TUNA FOUNDATION

My statement addressing the question posed to the Committee, "Should the

FCMA be amended to include the management of bluefin tuna" will be brief and
limited to the biological evidence. The members of the Committee have been fur-

nished copies of the following two documents in the past month or so:
1. "Defining Highly Migratory Tunas" by Livirw Marine Resources, Inc.
2. "Tuna and Billfish Fish Without a Country' by James Joseph, Witold Klawe

and Pat Murphy, Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission.
The contents of these two documents plus Public Law 94-265, Section 301, form

the basis of my testimony. Section 301, National Standards for Fishery Conservation
and Management, Item 3, states: "To the extent practicable an individual stock of
fish shall be managed as a unit throughout its range and inter-related stocks of fish
shall be managed as a unit or in close coordination."
In the document, "Defining Highly Migratory Tunas," the questions (1) what is a

tuna? (2) what is meant by "highly migratory?" and (3) are there any tunas that are
not highly migratory? are examined and answered. It was determined that the most
recent revision of the scombroid fishes classifies 13 species of fish as tuna. These
species are placed in the tribe Thunnini—and it is members of this tribe that are
considered to be tuna in the sense of the FCMA.
A species is defined as highly migratory by virtue of satisfying, at sometime

during its life, four criteria:
1. It spawns outside the United States Fishery Conservation Zone (US FCZ).
2. It occurs in number outside the US FCZ.
3. It shows movements demonstrating that it may be presumed to move into and

out of the US FCZ, or rarely enter the Zone.
4. It shows by movements and occurrences that the species inhabits waters more

than 200 miles from any land mass, i.e., the species is truly pelagic and does at
times travel in the waters of the open ocean.
The 13 species, including Atlantic bluefin, concluded to be highly migratory in the

meaning of the Act, are given in Table 1.
Examination of the figures depicting the distribution of both the Atlantic and

Pacific bluefin tunas defined as highly migratory in "Defining Highly Migratory
Tunas" will reveal that their movements are extensive. The sketching of the 200-
mile FCZ off the coast of the United States and its possessions, will illustrate the
small portion of the range of each which falls within the FCZ.
As an example, that portion of the distribution of the Atlantic stock of the

northern bluefin tuna within the US FCZ is very small in comparison to the total
range of this stock (Figure 1). It is important to note that a minimum of 22 political
entities: Antigua, Bahamas, Bermuda, Brazil, Canada, Cuba, Dominica, Dominican
Republic, French Guiana, Grenada, Guadeloupe, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Marti-
nique, Mexico, St. Kitts, St. Lucia, St. Vincent, Surinam, Venezuela and United
States, front the western portion of the trans-Atlantic stock.
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The paper by Dr. Joseph and his colleagues presents an excellent overview of the
entire subject from the viewpoint of an organization which has considerable practi-
cal experience in managing highly migratory species, i.e., yellowfin tuna and skip-
jack.

TABLE 1.—List of tuna which are defined as tuna and highly migratory in the
terms of the FCMA

Scientific name Common name
Euthynnus affinis  Kawakawa.
Euthynnus alletteratus  Little tuna (tunny).
Euthynnus lineatus  Black skipjack.
Katsuwonus pelamis or Euthynnus pela- Skipjack tuna.

mis.
Thunnus alalunga  Albacore.
Thunnus albacares  Yellowfin tuna.
Thunnus atlanticus  Blackfin tuna.
Thunnus maccoyii  Southern bluefin tuna.
Thunnus obesus  Bigeye tuna.
Thunnus thynnus  Northern bluefin tuna.
Thunnus tonggol  Longtail tuna.

Also Thunnini, and highly migratory, but not listed as tuna by the FDA.

A ux is rochei  Bullet mackerel (tuna).
A uxis thazard  Frigate mackerel (tuna).
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They state: "The migratory nature of the tuna and billfishes makes conservation
of the many species and management of the extensive fisheries on them difficult.
Yet conservation is particularly important as technological advances in fishing gear
and methods, coupled with ever-growing demand for tuna and billfish, continue to
increase the fishing pressure on global stocks of these fish. If people all over the
world are to continue to harvest tuna and billfish, effective conservation is essential.
Because these fish migrate throught the jurisdictions of many nations, effective
conservation requires international cooperation."
The succinct points made by Dr. Joseph, Klawe and Murphy point out why

bluefin tuna should not be managed unilaterally by the United States as a "non-
migratory species."
The Atlantic bluefin is distributed continuously across the Atlantic and justwhere one would divide the species into two discrete stocks, as some proponentsadvocate, is beyond me (Figure 2). A summery of technical information pertaining to

the geographical discreteness of Atlantic bluefin is given in Appendix 1.
A discussion of "Management and the Unit Stock Concept" is given in Appendix2.
In summary, the FCMA was designed to protect equally the national interest in

all species of fish and shellfish whether coastal, shelf, anadromous, catadromous orhighly migratory.
A decision by the United States to manage bluefin tuna unilaterally under theFCMA would be equivalent to a declaration that:
1. Tunas are not highly migratory and can be managed and conserved by a coastalstate.
2. Tunas can be efficiently managed without reliance on the best scientific evi-dence.
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Such a declaration would result in the creation of a series of national lakes with
each party doing what it believes is best for its citizens when the bluefin tuna, and
any other species of tuna, appears in its waters, but what cumulatively would be to
the detriment of the species/stocks involved.
To classify as non-migratory, an animal which is in fact highly migratory, is

simply evading the issue.
No matter how we define things politically, we must not try to redefine reality.

Man's laws must conform to nature's laws.
Our primary concern should be the protection of the species/stocks involved, as

well as the right of access to the resource for use by the present and future
generations. The proposed amendment will do the reverse. If the object of manage-
ment is to maintain a stock of fish at levels that are capable of sustaining maxi-
mum yields, such management must apply to all fisheries affecting that stock.
Because bluefin tuna, and other tunas, are highly migratory, traveling through
many juridical zones as well as the high seas, their proper conservation calls for
managment measures which apply to these stocks throughout their range.
A brief discussion of some of the points raised by Christopher H. Weld before the

Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation and the Environment on
March 6, 1980 may be found in Appendix 3.

[APPENDIX 1]

ICCAT WORKING DOCUMENT

A Summary and Discussion of Technical Information Pertaining to the
Geographical Discreteness of Atlantic Bluefin Tuna Resources

(By Susan Brunenmeister)

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Atlantic wide marking studies show the following:
(1) Juvenile bluefin tuna migrate to the east Atlantic from the west Atlantic and

the reverse during winter months.
(2) Large bluefin migrate from the western Atlantic to the eastern Atlantic, some

of which do so during summer months.
(3) No large fish migration from the east to the west Atlantic have been docu-

mented.
(4) Large fish migration linking Canadian, Norwegian, Brazilian, Argentine and

northeastern USA coastal areas with the Gulf of Mexico—Bahama area have
occurred.
(5) large fish migrate from the Norwegian coast to the Iberian-Moroccan Bay

during the winter and/or spring and large fish tagged in the latter area have moved
into the Mediterranean during the summer.
(6) No migrations of fish from the Mediterranean to the eastern Atlantic have

been documented by tag returns although traps in the Strait of Gibraltar tradition-
ally fish bluefin exiting the Mediterranean.
The frequency, intensity and directions of movements cannot be accurately esti-

mated because of insufficient data. Tag loss rates, temporal geographical distribu-
tions of fishery effort and lack of releases in critical locations are data deficiences
preventing the quantitative assessment of migrations at present.
Catch per unit effort data from Atlantic wide longline fisheries shows bluefin to

be distributed continuously across the Atlantic.
Morphometric studies and electrophoretic analyses of genetic variation between

eastern and western Atlantic bluefin tuna resources provide no evidence to support
the hypothesis of geographically separate stocks. However, with respect to the
latter, estimates of exchange rates necessary to maintain genetic identity between
these resources have not been made nor have the implications of age-related migrat-
ing patterns been investigated.

Studies of parasite infestation patterns have suggested that western Atlantic
juvenile abundance is augmented by an annual influx of fish amounting to 15-16
percent. No comparable studies have been undertaken on small eastern Atlantic
bluefin. Hence an annual exchange rate of small bluefin tuna between the eastern
and western Atlantic can only be hypothesizied to be 15 percent.
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[APPENDIX 2]

SOUTHWEST FISHERIES CENTER, NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Proceedings of the 30th Annual Tuna Conference, August 197,9

(By Gary T. Sakagawa, Chairman)

SUMMARY—PANEL DISCUSSION: MANAGEMENT AND THE UNIT STOCK CONCEPT

Frank Alverson, Moderator, Living Marine Resources, Inc., San Diego, Calif.

The concept of management of a unit stock has been with us for many years.
Some examples of unit stock management on an international (multination concept)
basis are as follows:
Halibut Commission—U.S. and Canada—Halibut in the North Pacific.
Salmon Commission—U.S. and Canada—Sockeye in Fraser River, etc.
Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission—U.S., Costa Rica, Panama, Mexico,

Canada, Japan, France and Nicaragua—Tropical tunas and baitfish in the eastern
Pacific.
International Commission for Conservation of Atlantic Tunas-18 nations—all

tunas and billfishes in the Atlantic.
North Pacific Fur Seal Convention—U.S., Canada, Japan, Russia—Fur Seal.
Some examples of unit stocks which front two or more nations—and are primarily

found within the 200-mile economic zones (FCZ) are as follows: Anchovy—U.S./
Mexico; Bonito—U.S./Mexico; White Sea Bass—U.S./Mexico; Yellowtail—U.S./
Mexico; Mackerel—U.S./Mexico; Jack Mackerel—U.S./Mexico; Haddock—U.S.!
Canada; Scallops—U.S./Canada; Halibut—U.S./Canada; Salmon—U.S./Canada.
Some examples of unit stocks which front more than two nations and are found in

abundance, outside 200-mile economic zones are: The billfishes; The tunas; The
whales/large and small; Fur seals; Sea turtles; Oceanic sharks.
You cannot have it both ways—manage an international stock on a unilateral

basis and then try to manage the same or other stocks within the 200-mile zone of
other countries.
Does a country that claims unilateral management of a portion of a unit stock,

when it occurs within its 200 FCZ have any right to have an impact into what other
countries have to say about the presence of the same stock off/in its 200-mile zone?

James Joseph, Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission, Scripps Institution of
Oceanography, La Jolla, Calif.

If the objective of management is to maintain a stock of fish at levels that are
capable of sustaining maximum yields such management must apply to all fisheries
affecting that stock. Because tunas and billfishes are generally highly migratory,
travelling through many juridical zones as well as on the high seas, their proper
conservation calls for management measures which apply to these stocks through-
out their range. Other species of fish, in addition to the tunas and billfishes, are also
highly migratory. These other species must also be managed throughout their range
for such management to be effective. As fisheries scientists, it is our responsibility
to define the range, distribution and migrations of such stocks and to make recom-
mendations for their management that are consistent with the biology and behavior
of the fish which are the object of such management.

John Negroponte, Ocean and Fisheries Affairs, Department of State,
Washington, D.C.

Negotiations between the United States and Mexico and Costa Rica for a new
convention for management of eastern Pacific tunas were reviewed. The need for
consideration of the unit stock management concept in the new convention was
emphasized.

Harold Cary, U.S. Tuna Foundation, San Diego, Calif.

1. The concept
The technical aspects have been explained by Dr. Joseph. The principle is clear

that tuna species are highly migratory, and defined unit stocks thereof are best
managed by international agreement.
The application of the concept results in management regulations affecting tuna

fishermen. I will discuss this aspect rather than the technical aspects.
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2. Acceptance of international regulation
The principle can be said to be nearly universally recognized by the scientific

community. It is also recongized by the governments of the producers of the major-
ity of tuna entering into world trade. It is recognized in the U.S. through the
FCMA, the Fishermen's Protective Act and our Law of the Sea position.

3. Non-acceptance by some in the United States
The FCMA fully recognizes the concept in the FCMA as it relates to tuna, but

does not do so with respect to billfish, which is also highly migratory. This has
caused interaction. Examples are:
The Western Pacific Fishery Management Council in 1977 proposed placing tuna

under FCMA management provisions. This was a reaction to a NMFS proposal to
place billfish in a category where it would be managed internationally.
The National Association for Marine Conservation this year formed the American

Bluefin Committee, which proposes to put bluefin tuna under FCMA management.
The genesis of this movement is the decision of sports fishing interests to move
Japanese longliners outside 200 miles because of incidental hooking of billfish.
The Marine Fisheries Advisory Committee (MAFAC) this year, as its major

agenda item, proposed by sports fishing interests, discussed placed tuna under 200-
mile management. Discussion on the merits of such a move led to dropping the
subject.
The Gulf Fisheries Management Council this year recommended placing tuna

under FCMA management as a means of helping negotiate a reduction in the
number of longliners. This was a proposal from sport fishing interests.
Congressman McCloskey has proposed (H.R. 3852) to bring tuna under 200-mile

management. This move is opposed by Chairman Breaux (Fisheries Subcommittee)
and by principal environmental organization.
Thus, virtually all moves are based on the peculiar position of billfish. It is highly

migratory and can best be managed internationally. Logically, it should be so
managed. However, when FCMA was enacted there was no voting constituency
which wanted this done and, therefore, billfish was left to FCMA management.
Sports fishermen somehow consider that tuna should be similarly managed, even
though their total Atlantic tuna catch in 1978 was about 70 tons out of a national
total catch by commercial fishermen in all oceans of about 283,000 tons.

4. Non-acceptance internationally
The history is reasonably well known and begins with the Truman proclamations

on the Continental Shelf and on Fisheries, which was followed by the 200-mile
declarations of Chile, Ecuador and Peru.
Currently, as Ambassador Negroponte has reported to you, the United States is

renegotiating a new Eastern Pacific Conservation Treaty 33 years after the Truman
proclamations and 29 years after IATTC began its work. New principles which
recognize certain rights of resource adjacent nations will most likely be incorporated
into a new treaty as a consequential breakthrough. The dilemma which all resource
adjacent nations face is that in the development of a consequential, non-seasonal
fishery, they must fish off the coast of neighboring nations. So each have-nation also
becomes a have-not nation dependent upon international cooperation.

It is not a simple case of the United States against Latin America. Anyone
looking at the situation recognizes the factor of interdependence when looking at
migratory species—a factor which brings us together.
5. Tuna fisheries development by the United States
Tuna is the largest U.S. food fishery in both volume and value. Tuna people have

been builders in terms of fisheries development throughout the world. While some
regard a distant water fishery as made up of predators, history shows that wherever
U.S. tuna people have gone some progress has ensued in that area.
Without detailing the particular enterprises, I believe you will be able to see or

trace the effect of U.S. tuna people in or on tuna fisheries, as well as, in some cases,
other fisheries development in these nations or areas: Canada, Mexico, Costa Rica,
Nicaragua, Panama, Columbia, Ecuador, Peru and Chile, Venezuela, Puerto Rico
(Commonwealth), Netherlands Antilles, Spain, France, Portugal, Senegal, Siera
Leone, Ivory Coast, Ghana, South Africa, Aden (South Yemen), India, Indonesia,
Philippines, South Korea, Papua New Guinea, Australia, New Zealand, American
Samoa, Tahiti and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.
I can give you a brief history of each should anyone ask.

6. Tuna development under a 200-mile or similarly restrictive world regime
The United States fishery reportedly began in 1903. Following World War II there

was an essential rebirth of both the U.S. and Japanese fisheries as the great
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majority of U.S. vessels were taken by the Navy and once island warfare and the
war began to lengthen, the Japanese fleet was out of action.
Where would tuna fishery development be today if following World War II, each

nation had a 200-mile limit in place, embracing migratory species as a fit subject for
ownership and management?

It is clear that the development given in the preceding section would not have
taken place at the intensity and rate which actually occurred. Once restriction
becomes the dominant policy, it affects the planning process and investments are
likely to follow the same restrictive thinking.

7. Is the unit concept dead?
The concept is not contrived. That tunas (as well as some other species) are highly

migratory is an established scientific fact. That they move in, out and over national
sea boundaries without regard to jurisdictional or territorial claims is also a fact.
That their conservation requires international cooperation is the logical, and gener-
ally supported, conclusion.
However, apart from the science, the concept often presents multifaceted, political

difficulty. Some, including some in the U.S., want to kill the concept by passing a
law. Others understandably want to receive maximum benefit from the appearance
of tunas in the zones which they claim. This is where we are today in treaty
negotiations and new ground may be broken.
To answer the Chairman's question, the concept is not dead—it gets bent out of

shape on occasion.

8. Uses of scientific information
Chairman Sakagawa asks the panelists to comment on uses of scientific informa-

tion. This is a consideration of growing importance in making investment decisions
once a fishery reaches reasonable maturity.
As a very young man, I can remember tuna fishermen discussing whether or not

the tuna resources would hold up—this was back in the middle 1930's. The fishery
had been developed from California to the Galapagos by that time. It was not until
1951 that the fishery reached the area off northern Peru as the fishery and then the
fleet expanded.
The IATTC was born in 1949. It is a matter of importance to note that we know of

no other major fishery where resource studies were begun long before there was a
research problem. It was not until 1966 that the first quota on yellowfin was agreed
upon for the area known as the CYRA. In the thirteen years since, the quota has
often been increased—never decreased—as scientists enlarged their understanding
and assessment of the population. The quota in 1966 was 79,300 tons of yellowfin
and has reached as high as 210,000 tons on an optional basis since.
The scientific information became more useful as investments grew and financial

institutions wanted more assessments of the resource.
The scientific information on tuna has not succeeded in developing a fishery. The

judgements reached by the Tuna Commission, with respect to quotas and seasons,
however, forced the extension of the fishery westward beyond the CYRA once the
season closed, eastward as far as the coast of West Africa and southward to the
Pacific islands.
Quota levels have risen. Dr. Joseph has given this history. I can recall when a

decision was made to raise the quota to 140,000 tons of yellowfin annually for three
years. The fishermen were warned that this could test and possibly adversely affect
the resource. These men who are by nature more optimistic than scientists (who are
essentially over cautious) decided that it was their future that was at stake and
decided there was at least that much tuna available without damaging the stock.
The testing of the numbers began at that level. There was no problem as a result
and later annual quotas were increased.
So, between a group of able scientists and fully competent fishermen, this testing

of numbers took place. There is only so much that can be calculated before proof is
required. Testing numbers is important in any ocean. There are at least two results
that can be expected: it keeps the spirit of enterprise and hope for increased results
alive, and it lessens the possibly tyranny of the formally educated.

[APPENDIX 3]

COMMENTS ON THE TESTIMONY OF CHRISTOPHER H. WELD

Mr. Weld states: "The sudden, rapid and alarming depletion of Atlantic bluefin
tuna populations signaled by the collapse of the fisheries in Norway, Germany, and
Portugal in the early 1970's was the catalytic event that led to the founding of the
National Coalition."
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Fact: In 1968, the landings of Atlantic bluefin tuna by the flag vessels of all
nations fishing this species totaled 16,153 metric tons. In 1978, the landings totaled
21,976 metric tons (Table 1).
The German Federal Republic has caught an insignificant quantity of bluefin over

the period 1968-78. If there was a collapse in the landings it was prior to 1968
(Table 1).

Landings in Norway declined in the early 1970's and rose in the late 1970's.
In 1978, Portugal landings totaled ten times those of 1968.
Overall landings declined somewhat in the early 1970's to about 14,000 metric

tons in 1972 and four years later, were twice that, i.e., nearly 27,700 metric tons.
Given the highly migratory nature of bluefin and oceanographic regimes which

differ from time to time and place to place, I know of no biological law which states
bluefin must be found at the same location, in the same abundance, every year.
Mr. Weld: "It is our belief that the International Convention for the Conservation

of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT) has failed to stop member nations from continuing to
overexploit Atlantic bluefin tuna populations on both sides of the Atlantic Ocean."

Fact: The catch in 1978 was above that of 1968. Our only hope for preservation of
the stocks is through international cooperation, not unilateral action. ICCAT may
not be the perfect organization, but it is the best vehicle we have to manage on a
unit stock basis.
Mr. Weld: "Moreover, we believe that in the foreseeable future ICCAT is unlikely

to take meaningful action to prevent continued depletion of tuna stocks."
Fact: There is no indication that any Atlantic tuna stock, yellowfin, skipjack,

bigeye, bluefin, etc. is being depleted.
Mr. Weld: "France and Spain and the so-called Francophone nations of Africa's

West Coast, including Senegal and the Ivory Coast, have over the years evinced a
disinclination to limit the removals of tunas from major eastern Atlantic fisheries."

Fact: In 1968, the combined catches of bluefin by France and Spain totaled 5,431
metric tons and in 1978 they totaled 5,949 tons. This is hardly evidence that these
countries have evinced a disinclination to limit removal of tunas. It should be noted
that the French/Spanish catch in 1968 comprised 33.6 percent of the total Atlantic
bluefin catch, whereas in 1978 it was 27.1 percent.
Mr. Weld: "A growing number of experts subscribe to the theory that stocks in

the western Atlantic are separate from stocks in the eastern Atlantic and that,
although there is a degree of intermixing evidenced by the occasional return of U.S.
tags from fish caught in the eastern Atlantic, such intermixing is irregular and
relatively insignificant. The western stock, they believe, is sufficiently discreet (sic)
to be treated as a single, separate management unit."
At the meeting of the Advisory Committee to the United States Section of ICCAT,

Washington, D.C., October 30-31, 1979, the decision by concensus of the Advisory
Committee was that the two-stock management plan should not be supported.
Statements at the meeting were as follows:

NMFS scientists
Dr. William Richards:
1. Ecto-parasitic studies indicate one Atlantic stock.
2. Nematodes found in nasal passages of 85 percent of western Atlantic fish.

These parasites are from tropical waters. About ten percent of Bay of Biscay bluefin
had the same parasites, indicating their western Atlantic origin.

3. Bluefin in western Atlantic lacking these parasites are of eastern Atlantic
origin.

4. Copepods are found in fish originating in the eastern Atlantic and these are
found in the western Atlantic.

5. A contract has been made with Dr. John Calaprice of IATTC for fin spine
crystalography. If this technique is found useful, it can be determined where the
fish lived—based on analysis of layers.
Dr. Michale Parrack:
1. Enzyme studies show no basis for separate stocks at this time.
2. Parasitic studies show interchange.
3. Morphometric studies do not indicate that stocks can be identified by body

measurements.
4. Chart from Japanese longline logs (shown) on year to year basis, 1966-1968,

shows bluefin distribution to be continuous across the Atlantic.
5. There are separate spawnings in the Mediterranean and Gulf of Mexico-

Caribbean.
Dr. William Fox: 1: There could be some gain by managing separate stocks—must

have guaranteed eastern management.
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Advisors
Anthony Nizetich: 1. Two-stock management means less cooperation. We should

not recommend two-stock management.
Christopher Weld: 1. We have two options: Two-stock management, or no two-

stock management.
Henry Lyman: 1. I would not push for the two-stock theory. I do not object to it.
David Fyrberg: 1. Do not push two-stock management.
John Mulligan: 1. Should not have two-stock management.
Eugene Fide11: 1. The premature imposition of regional or two-stock management

is dangerous. Radical initiatives are not called for.
Jack Stokes: 1. The data does not support a two-stock theory. To maintain

ICCAT's position, do not put tuna under FCMA. A two-stock theory wil lead to
abandonment of ICCAT.
Gordon Broadhead: 1. The concensus is that a two-stock theory should not be

supported.

Commissioners
Frank Carlton: 1. The significance of the two-stock theory dims. I have switched

from, dropped the theory.
Harold Cary: 1. The fatal defect in the two-stock theory is that it will lead to

separation and abandonment. Scientists from one side can say we will take care of
our territory—you take care of yours. We will get together from time to time.
Mr. Weld: "Depletion of the species is most noticable among the giant bluefins."
Fact: In recent years, the United States Government has increased the allowable

take of giant bluefin.
Mr. Weld: "Because of the exemption of so-called highly migratory species (mean-

ing tuna) provided by Section 103 of the Fishery Conservation and Management Act,
foreign vessels fishing for tunas inside the 200-mile limit are not subject to U.S.
regulation."
Fact: True-highly migratory species are managed on the unit stock basis by

multinational bodies. This is accordance with Public Law 94-265, Section 301 Na-
tional Standards for Fishery Conservation and Management (see above, item 3). Dr.
James Joseph, Director of Investigations for the Inter-American Tropical Tuna
Commission, states as follows: "If the objective of management is to maintain a
stock of fish at levels tht are capable of sustaining maximum yields such manage-
ment must apply to all fisheries affecting that stock. Because tunas and billfishes
are generally highly migratory, traveling through many juridical zones as well as
on the high seas, their proper conservations calls for management measures which
apply to those stocks throughout their range. Other species of fish, in addition to
the tunas and bill fishes, are also highly migratory, these other species must also be
managed througout their range for such management to be effective. As fisheries
scientists, it is our responsibility to define the range, distribution and migrations of
such stocks and to make recommendations for their management that are consist-
ent with the biology and behavior of the fish which are the object of such manage-
ment."
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The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Edney?
Mr. SOMERS. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name

is Frederick Somers. I am a legislative representative of the Seafar-
ers International Union. I am appearing today to present a brief
statement on behalf of Steve Edney, president of the United Can-
nery and Industrial Workers of the Pacific. Mr. Edney regrets that
he could not be here today to present his views personally.
The United Cannery and Industrial Workers of the Pacific is an

affiliate of the Seafarers International Union of North America,
and represents approximately 10,000 workers in tunafish canneries
in California, Puerto Rico, and American Samoa.
The United Cannery and Industrial Workers of the Pacific is

opposed to the proposal, to the ICCAT authorizing legislation,
which would place Atlantic bluefin tuna under unilateral U.S.
management within its 200-mile zone.
Such an action by the United States would threaten the jobs of

thousands of cannery workers by setting off a chain reaction in
other nations that have entered into constructive agreements for
the protection of the species. There must not be a weakening of
these cooperative efforts on the part of our Nation and others.
The United States is a world leader in both the conservation and

consumption of tuna. If this Nation adopts the principle of unilat-
eral management of highly migratory species, then others would be
encouraged to follow this example, thereby undercutting existing
and possible future agreements.
The tunafish canning industry has developed to the point of

being our Nation's leading food fish industry, employing thousands
of workers in one of the few labor-intensive industries remaining in
this country.
We ask the committee to seriously consider the adverse impact

this unilateral action would have on our industry, and urge that
any amendment to that end be rejected.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, that concludes my presentation of

Mr. Edney's statement.
[The following was received for the record:]

STATEMENT OF STEVE EDNEY, PRESIDENT, THE UNITED CANNERY & INDUSTRIAL
WORKERS OF THE PACIFIC, SIU, AFL-CIO

My name is Steve Edney, our Union represents about 10,000 workers in tunafish
canneries in California, Puerto Rico and American Samoa.
We are opposed to the proposed amendment to the ICCAT appropriation bill

which would place Atlantic bluefin tuna under unilateral United States manage-
ment within its 200-mile zone.
Such a move by the United States would threaten jobs of thousands of cannery

workers by setting off a chain reaction in other nations that have made constructive
agreements which would protect the species. There must not be a weakening of
these cooperative efforts on the part of our nation and others.
The United States is a world leader in both the conservation and consumption of

tuna. If this nation adopts the principle of unilateral management of highly migra-
tory species then others would be encouraged to follow thereby undercutting exist-
ing and possible future agreements.
We ask this committee to earnestly consider our problem and weigh the conse-

quence of such unilateral action mentioned herein. We ask that the amendment be
rejected.
Tunafish canning has developed to the point of being our country's leading food

fish industry, employing thousands of employees in one of the few labor intensive
industries left in this country.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Felando?
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Mr. FELANDO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I am August Felando,
president of the American Tunaboat Association. To my right is
George Sousa. George is the chairman of the board of directors of
the American Tunaboat Association, and he has fished not only in
the Atlantic but also the Pacific. His main fishery is in the Pacific,
but he is prepared to answer some questions about the Atlantic
fishery as well.
I have a very long statement, and I will try to summarize it for

the purpose of just commenting on some specific points.
One, our members have a tremendous investment in their ves-

sels. These vessels are built to operate for many years for the
purpose of paying out that investment. Without the tunas available
to them, they will not be able to pay out that investment.
As Mr. Carey said, we were the leaders—and I mean not just the

tuna fishermen owners, but all segments of the industry supported
the move for getting the scientific evidence, setting up the struc-
ture so that somebody could push the yellow light or the red light
as to when the fishery was being overfished in the Pacific.
Now, since 1966, the U.S. fleet in the Pacific has been regulated

with respect to the catch of yellowfin. Since 1961, I have been a
member of the advisory committee to the Pacific Tuna Commis-
sion, and since 1969 I have also been a member of the advisory
committee to the Atlantic Tuna Commission.
Based on our success, at least in our view, the success of the

Pacific Tuna Commission—and sometimes we disagreed with the
scientists and we had some problems, claiming over-regulation,
claiming inequity, that we were carrying the burden of conserva-
tion and that the foreigners were not, the same arguments that
were expressed today—but nevertheless we supported the creation
of the Atlantic Tuna Commission, we have supported the regula-
tion recommendations not only on Atlantic bluefin, but also the
yellowfin, the skipjack, and the bigeye.
In effect, as a result of the regulation on the Atlantic bluefin

that came into force in 1975 when the Atlantic Tuna Conventions
Act was enacted by Congress—in effect, our fishermen have been
excluded now from the Atlantic bluefin fishery. From 1937 to 1941
tuna purse seine vessels from California made the trip to the east
coast for the purpose of exploring the possibility of developing a
purse seine bluefin fishery. This was before World War II. After
World War II another exploration was made, again by the purse
seine vessel the Western Explorer to the east coast, for the purpose
of developing a bluefin fishery off the east coast.
We had problems in the fifties with the Japanese, and you can

say damaging our fishery to a great extent—a lot of our people
were almost going broke in San Diego as a result of the Japanese
competition.
The CHAIRMAN. In the Atlantic?
Mr. FELANDO. In the Pacific, in 1950. As a result of the conver-

sion from bait boats to purse seiners, the third trip to the east
coast occurred in the early sixties, and reference was made to that.
So we are not strangers; we feel that we have an historical connec-
tion with the development of the commercial bluefin fishery in the
Atlantic with respect to the purse seine fishery.
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Nevertheless, right now, because of the very small quota on the
purse seine fishery, and the most recent proposed regulations at
least tell us that for some reason the National Marine Fisheries
Service now is starting to phase out the purse seine fishery on
bluefin, on school bluefin—and this, incidentally, is the only type
of bluefin that can go in the can. When you get giant bluefin, they
look like this mahogany table, the consumer will not take that
tuna in the can, and so in effect we don't fish for the giant bluefin;
we can only fish for school bluefin because of the color factor
involved in bluefin. In effect, our vessels, therefore, have been
excluded, we think, from the bluefin fishery.
So we are not strangers to regulation—and that is my point; we

are not strangers to the Atlantic bluefin fishery. We think to a
great extent what has happened here in the Atlantic has been a
certain degree of over-regulation. There is no question that there is
an upper limit to the amount of bluefin available in the Atlantic.
We have had a bluefin fishery in California since 1916, and it's

still going on as a successful fishery. The Mexicans fish it, we fish
it, so do the Japanese, because the fish off California travel to
Japan, and vice versa.
This proposed bill should not be characterized as a local issue,

one attempting to solve the problems of people off the east coast.
We are also in the Atlantic. We are fishing for the yellowfin and
the skipjack—that's the primary production of U.S.-flag vessels in
the Atlantic.
We honestly feel, and I sincerely suggest this to the members of

the committee, that the proposed Studds bill will not only be
damaging to the conservation and management of the bluefin fish-
ery, but it will also be damaging to the U.S. fishermen in time,
because the U.S. Government, in order to preserve the bluefin
fishery, will recognize the fact that as others take bluefin outside
the FCZ, something will have to be done, someone will have to
make the sacrifice to maintain the giant bluefin or the bluefin
fishery. And as a result of taking unilateral action, not only will
we endanger the resource, because you cannot attempt to manage
a portion of the total habitat or a portion of the fish and achieve
success, but I honestly believe that all fishermen, including the
U.S. consumer, will be damaged in time by this proposal.
We aren't pleased with everything in ICCAT; we aren't pleased

with everything in the Pacific Tuna Commission. But you have to
work at it; we have to rely on the basic strength of the U.S.
position, and that is science is with us—it is not against us. And
why is it with us? That is because of the biological characteristics
of the tuna.
And just as the tuna are highly migratory, there is one fact that

you cannot ignore: so are the fishermen. They have to be as mobile
and as migratory as the fish itself.
We recognize and sympathize with the difficulties of the Atlantic

tuna fishermen. We think that something can be done in the
proper forum, not changing the law, but working with ICCAT,
working with the protections and the leverages that are available
in the Atlantic Tuna Conventions Act, which we supported strong-
ly. I am not going to go into all the details about comparing
numbers about what percentage of bluefin is caught in the Pacific,
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what percentage is caught in the Atlantic—we'd like to see more
development of the tuna fishery, whether it's us or whether it's the
people who live on the Atlantic or the gulf—and we hope that will
happen.
And I won't go into it—I think the statement speaks for itself—

about the economic impact factors that are involved in the tuna
fishery.

I just think there is a better way of doing it than is proposed by
Congressman Studds, because the damage to us, the damage to the
interest in maintaining a highly productive U.S. tuna fleet is not
only relevant to providing tuna to the U.S. consumer and to keep-
ing a strong U.S.-flag fishing fleet, but by being productive the
United States has a strong voice, an effective voice, in those forums
in which conservation can only be achieved. If you don't produce, if
you only consume, you are not going to have much to say about the
conservation and management of tuna.
And so it affects not only our interests, but it also affects the

national interest in this respect. As long as we are an effective
producer in the Atlantic or the Pacific or wherever the tunas are,
the U.S. Government will have a more effective voice with respect
to recommending those conservation measures that would make
the tuna available not only for us, the tuna fleet, but also the
consumer.
I would be happy to answer any of your questions as to the

relationship of the FCMA, that provide us protections with respect
to negotiations with foreign countries, and the relationship of the
FCMA to the Fishermen's Protective Act—that, frankly, if we don't
have those two protections that now exist in the FCMA and the
FPA, we think, and we can establish to anyone's satisfaction, that
we just can't see how you are ever going to have an effective U.S.
distant water tuna fishery.
Thank you.
[The following was received for the record:]

STATEMENT OF AUGUST FELANDO, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN TUNABOAT ASSOCIATION

INTRODUCTION

I am August Felando, President of the American Tunaboat Association (ATA). I
have been employed to manage the ATA since November 1, 1960.
The ATA is a non-profit fishery cooperative corporation formed without shares of

stock under the provisions of the Fish Marketing Act of the State of California. Its
principal office and place of business is at One Tuna Lane, San Diego, California,
92101.
The membership of the ATA includes persons who own and manage 92 commer-

cial tuna fishing vessels documented under the laws of the United States. As of
December 31, 1979, there were 154 U.S. flag bait boats and purse seiners employed
in the tropical tuna fisheries. Of this total, 30 vessels with an aggregate fish
carrying capacity of 2,544 short tons were bait boats, the remaining 124 vessels with
an aggregate fish carrying capacity of 112,436 tons were purse seiners.
In 1979, about 514 million pounds of tuna and tuna-like fish from U.S. flag vessels

were landed, valued ex-vessel at about $216 million. Over 90% of such landings
came from U.S. flag tuna purse seiners.
Canned tuna products for human and animal consumption processed in the

United States in 1979 were valued wholesale at about $1.2 billion. Imports of tuna
and tuna-like products for 1979 came to about $387 million.
Based upon the annual per capita consumption of canned tuna in the United

States, we estimate that the ATA annually supplies enough tuna for about 65
million U.S. consumers.

66-489 0-80--10
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STATEMENT IN OPPOSITION TO THE STUDDS AMENDMENT

The Studds Amendment proposes to make one stock of tuna, the Atlantic Bluefin,

subject to the exclusive fishery management authority of the United States.
This proposal cannot be characterized as an amendment to the FCMA that is

solely applicable to a "local" fishery problem unique to the Bluefin fishery of the

East Coast and Gulf States. The Studds Amendment to H.R. 6310 represents an

attack on the basic principle which the United States has followed in the conserva-

tion and management of highly migratory tunas, namely that the tunas must be

under the control of an international body which has jurisdiction over the entire

range of the species or stocks. It is a scientific fact that the United States cannot

implement exclusive fishery management authority over the entire range of the
Atlantic Bluefin stock of its fishery.
In our opinion, the correct characterization of the Studds Amendment is that it

causes an abandonment, if not an indefensible contradiction, of a juridical position

and policy concerning the conservation and management of the tunas that has been
successfully developed, maintained and scientifically asserted by our government for

over 30 years. Such change in position and policy would destroy the most productive
segment of the U.S. Tuna Fleet, resulting in substantial adverse socio-economic
impacts on thousands of persons directly and indirectly associated with the U.S.

Tuna Industry as well as the U.S. consumer.

REASONS IN OPPOSITION TO THE STUDDS AMENDMENT

1. The Studds amendment will adversely impact the Atlantic Bluefin stock and the
fisheries conducted by U.S. commercial and recreational fishermen

This is because U.S conservation measures will only apply to the Fishery Conser-
vation Zone (FCZ) of the United States and not over the entire range of the Atlantic
Bluefin stock or its international fishery. The unique biological characteristics and
behavior of the Atlantic Bluefin as well as the mobility of the international tuna
fleet would make the U.S. task impossible to perform.
What distinguishes the tunas and tuna-like fish from other species is their migra-

tory behavior. This is particularly true for the Atlantic Bluefin. The Pacific Bluefin
make transoceanic migrations. The Bluefin found in the Southern hemisphere mi-
grate throughout the Atlantic, Pacific and Indian oceans. The Bluefin in the Atlan-
tic found above the equator make extensive and swift migrations from continent to
continent. With their unique body configuration, the tunas are able to cover great
distances rapidly. Biologically, they must move continuously in order to extract a
sufficient supply of oxygen from sea water for survival. Tunas never rest, they are
constantly on the move seeking food for the energy they need to survive. This
highly migratory nature of the tunas depends, therefore, on a variety of environ-
mental conditions. Necessarily, as ocean conditions for feed and water temperature
change, catch distributions off coastal countries will vary greatly from season to
season.
The needs for fishermen's gear and vessels to be as flexible and mobile as the

tunas has caused the world's tuna fleets to also take on characteristics of an
international nature. For instance, a tuna vessel may fish in the coastal waters of 5
or 6 nations during a single voyage, or fish in the Atlantic, Pacific and Indian
oceans in a single year. Vessels also fish successfully beyond 200 mile zones during
an entire year or for many voyages during a year. In the international tuna fishery
today, the continuing trend is towards the development of vessels and gear that
take advantage of as many migratory behavior characteristics of the tunas as
possible.
The longline fleets in the Atlantic illustrate how they can track the Atlantic

Bluefin, following them off the coast of one continent to areas off the coast of
another, from grounds in the Mediterranean Sea to those in the Caribbean Sea.
They are able to do this successfully, in my opinion, because they are familiar with
the critical environmental conditions that affect the migratory behavior patterns of
the Bluefin.
In view of the fact that the United States cannot control the environmental

conditions that affect the migratory behavior of the Atlantic Bluefin, or the interna-
tional fisheries that can be conducted beyond the FCZ of the United States, it is
clear that any regulatory measures implemented by the United States unilaterally
under the Studds Amendment would be ineffective and inadequate.

It is axiomatic that conservation measures applicable to Atlantic Bluefin and its
fishery cannot be applied effectively over a portion of its migratory range, because
what happens in another portion of its range will affect the entire stock. On a
related point, the recent report of the scientific arm of the International Commis-
sion for the Conservation of the Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT) is relevant and instructive
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on the issue of managing two stocks Atlantic Bluefin—assuming that two stocks of
Atlantic Stocks exist: The Committee pointed out that: "(iii) Failure to manage the
stock on either side of the Atlantic could have serious repercussions on the other."
Page 64, Part II, Proceedings of 6th Regular Meeting of ICCAT.

Besides the difficulty of applying conservation measures throughout the range of
the Bluefin stocks—either one stock for the entire Atlantic or one stock in the
Western Atlantic—how will the United States collect the necessary statistical and
biological data required assessing trends in the fish and the fisheries for making a
proper analysis regarding levels of harvest?
The Atlantic Bluefin is only a seasonal visitor to the FCZ, and the FCZ represents

a very small portion of the total habitat known to be in the migratory range of the
Atlantic Bluefin. In view of this fact, how will the United States undertake its
duties under the FCMA to determine the optimum yield (OY) or the maximum
sustainable yield (MSY) of the Atlantic Bluefin?
We believe that the Studds Amendment will not benefit the U.S. fisheries for

Atlantic Bluefin, because the United States will be unable to effectively conserve
and manage the Atlantic Bluefin. The United States will be unable to collect the
necessary statistical and biological data throughout the entire fishery and over the
entire stock of Bluefin under exploitation. Nor will the United States be able to
apply effective conservation and management measures, because they will only
apply within the FCZ and not over the entire range of the Bluefin resource.
A failure to effectively manage the Atlantic Bluefin fishery will have long-term

adverse impacts on the production of Atlantic Bluefin by both U.S. commercial and
recreational fishermen. The United States would be forced to regulate its fishermen
more strictly each year of the fishery, asking them to harvest less in order to
prevent severe depletion. The tunas would not suffer extinction, but those U.S.
fisheries dependent upon a reasonable volume of catch to offset costs of capture
would suffer and gradually wither away exonomically. Under these circumstances,
the commercial tuna fishermen—persons dependent upon significant annual catches
of Atlantic Bluefin to survive economically—would be the real victims. So also, the
U.S. consumer of Atlantic Bluefin tuna.
Although our members have not engaged in the Atlantic Bluefin Fishery in the

past few years, the history of the purse seine fishery for tuna in New England
involves the tuna fishermen from the ports of San Pedro and San Diego, California.
The purse seine fishery for Atlantic Bluefin was first attempted in 1937-1941. After
World War II, a second try by West Coast fishermen was made in 1951. (Please see:
"Commercial Fisheries Review," March 1952, Vol. 14, No. 3, pp. 1-19.) In the early
1960's, West Coast purse seine fishermen again developed the purse seine fishery for
Atlantic Bluefin and Skipjack off the East Coast states. Today, we are distressed to
note that the present regulatory regime offered by the NMFS for 1980 appears to be
designed to phase out the purse seine fishery for school tuna. While our fishery in
the Atlantic is on the tropical tunas (Yellowfin, Skipjack and Bigeye tunas), we
remain very much interested and concerned about the future of the U.S. commer-
cial fishery on Atlantic Bluefin. Besides the historical connection with the New
England Bluefin Fishery, the Pacific Bluefin Fishery for tuna purse seiners was
historic origin for the U.S. Bluefin Fishery, first commenced in 1916. Thus, we
perceive a direct connection between the Studds Amendment on Atlantic Bluefin
and the original Bluefin Fishery of this nation, namely the Pacific Fishery. We
believe that it is impossible to separate the two Bluefin Fisheries, therefore, the
Studds Amendment concerning Atlantic Bluefin will also directly impact the Pacific
Bluefin Fishery. Such impact will be adverse and destructive.

STATISTICAL MEASURES ON THE UNITED STATES BLUEFIN CATCH

During the period 1971-1979, the average annual landings of Bluefin tuna by U.S.
fishermen represented 4 percent of the total U.S. tuna catch.
Only 28 percent of such catch of Bluefin, on the average, was caught off U.S.

shores; only 21 percent of such catch of Bluefin, on the average, was caught off the
East and Gulf States; such catch of Bluefin caught off the East and Gulf States
represents 1 percent of the total U.S. catch of tuna. Source: Current Fisheries
Statistics, "Fisheries of the United States," during years 1971-1979, U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce, NOAA/NMFS.

2. We strongly and sincerely believe that the impact of the Studds Amendment
cannot be restricted to only one stock of tuna; it will be perceived by interested
foreign citizens and foreign governments as an abandonment of the "highly migra-
tory species doctrine" by the government of the United States. Necessarily, we see
the Studds Amendment placing in high jeopardy the livelihood of U.S. citizens
engaged in the Pacific Bluefin Fishery, the Pacific Albacore Fishery, and the very
important Tropical Tuna Fisheries.
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We believe our perceptions to be correct. Necessarily, this Committee must exam-
ine the benefits, the losses, and trade-offs involved in having the United States
exercise exclusive fishery management authority over all tuna. Some areas requir-
ing careful and complete examination are the following:
(1) Socio-economic impact on the U.S. Tuna Industry, the fisheries of the United

States, the states and possessions having tuna fisheries, and on the U.S. consumer;
(2) Impact on the "leadership role" of the U.S. government on existing interna-

tional tuna fishery conservation and management regimes (IATTC and ICCAT);
(3) Impact on the ability of the U.S. government to negotiate international fishery

agreements on access issues affecting the U.S. Tuna Fisheries beyond the FCZ and
within fishing zones within the control of other coastal nations; and
(4) Impact on existing treaties, statutes affecting the U.S. Tuna Fishery, and on

the positions taken by the U.S. government in the U.N. Third Conference on the
Law of the Sea (UNCLOS).

IMPACT FACTORS

I. In general
The Japanese and U.S. Tuna Fleets catch about 52 percent of the world's produc-

tion of tuna. Together, Japan and the USA use about 75 percent of the world's tuna
production.
Over 75 percent of the world's tuna catch is accounted for when the production of

the tuna fleets from South Korea, Taiwan, Spain and France are included with that
of Japan and the USA. Over 65 countries harvest tuna. Other countries having
significant tuna fleet landings are the Philippines, Mexico, Ecuador, Venezuela and
Panama.

2. US. tuna fishery and other fisheries of the United States, 1971-79
a. Tuna represents 10 percent of the U.S. catch in volume and 13 percent in value.
b. Percentage of total U.S. landings of tuna/bonito taken off U.S. shores: 1972,

14.5; 1974, 13.3; 1976, 6.9; 1978, 9.3; and 1979, 6.2.
c. Tunas other than "albacore or white meat tuna" account for over 93 percent of

all domestic landings. These "light meat" tunas are the Yellowfin, Skipjack, Bluefin
and Bigeye. About 87 percent of such production is represented by the Yellowfin
and Skipjack tunas.

d. Percentage of total U.S. tuna landings represented by the "light meat" tunas
(Yellowfin, Skipjack, Bluefin, Bigeye): 1972, 88.9; 1974, 90.7; 1976, 93.6; 1978, 93.4;
and 1979, 97.0.

e. Percentage of total U.S. landings of "light meat" tunas caught off U.S. shores:
1972, 4.1; 1974, 2.4; 1976, 2.7; 1978, 3.2; and 1979, 2.7.

3. Access to fishing grounds, impact on US. tuna fleet dependent upon "light meat"
tuna production

The major impact of a change in the U.S. position on "highly migratory species"
would relate to access to fishing grounds located within 200 miles of foreign coasts.
Since on the average over 97 percent of the U.S. "light meat" tuna production is
taken in waters off foreign shores, that part of the U.S. Tuna Fleet dependent upon
such production would be adversely affected. Since "light meat" tuna production
represents an average of over 92 percent of the entire tuna catch of the U.S. Fleet,
the virtual economical existence of the U.S. Tuna Fleet is affected by the "access"
problem.
The primary fishing grounds available to that part of the U.S. Tuna Fleet depend-

ent upon "light meat" tuna production is located in the Eastern Tropical Pacific
Ocean, east of 150 degrees longitude. In recent years (1971-1978), about 87 percent
of the "light meat" tunas have been caught within a regulatory area designated by
the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC), called the Commission
Yellowfin Regulatory Area (CYRA). The total area of the CYRA is slightly over five
million square miles, with 42 percent of the CYRA within 200 miles of the coastal
nations. During 1971-78, about 72 percent of all Yellowfin and Skipjack landed from
the CYRA has been caught within 200 miles of coasts and islands of foreign
countries bordering the CYRA. See Chart A.
A secondary fishing area for such U.S. Tuna Fleet is the Atlantic and Caribbean

Sea, particularly off West Africa. Almost all of the fishing takes place within 200
miles of islands and coasts of foreign countries. The vessels generally fish in the
area from June to November.
A third area, presently being explored and developed by such U.S. Tuna Fleet is

located in the Central and Western Pacific, particularly off New Zealand and in
areas covered by lines from Guam to Palau to Papua New Guinea to American
Samoa to Hawaii to Midway and to Northern Mariannas. As the attached map
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indicates, the area is uniquely covered by 200 mile zones, about nine million square
miles of ocean, just by the countries in the South Pacific.

CONCLUSION

Under the FCMA, the virtual existence of the U.S. Tuna Fleet engaged in the
tropical tuna fisheries is dependent upon the ability of the Department of State to
negotiate international fishery agreements. Various provisions of the FCMA com-
bined with other federal statutes plus the scientific strength of the "highly migra-
tory species doctrine" provide bargaining tools for the Department of State and the
U.S. Tuna Industry. The Studds Amendment would undermine if not totally destroy
such bargaining tools required to solve the access problems so essential to the
economic existence of the U.S. Tuna Fleet.
We urge the defeat of the Studds Amendment.
Thank you.
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CHART A

CATCHES OF TROPICAL
UNAS (YELLOWFIN AND

SKIPJACK) WITHIN 200
MILES OF 13 COUNTRIES
AND ISLANDS LOCATED
IN THE COMMISSION'S
REGULATORY AREA FOR

1967-1979

soumoairr OF CYR&

YELLOWFIN SKIPJACK BOTH SPECIES
Year % Total Catch % Total Catch % Total Catch

1967 82.9 99.8 93.0
1968 81.7 95.2 87.2
1969 63.0 91.0 72.4
1970 67.9 89.9 74.1
1971 75.0 90.1 82.5
1972 53.7 80.5 58.8
1973 72.0 95.2 77.0
-'74 81.1 87.4 83.0
1 /5 72.0 85.0 77.7
1976 62.5 *68.5 64_9
1977 55.5 67.6 59.3
1978 67.4 70.8 69.1
1979 64.1 78.3 70.1

SOURCE: INTER-AMERICAN TROPICAL TUNA COMMISSION (IATTC)._
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EXHIBIT 1

TUNA AND THE FISHERIES
OF THE UNITED STATES
(1979 Statistics)

Tuna, in terms of value, represents 22% of the supply of edible fish products to

the U.S. consumer from U.S. fishermen, 31% from edible fish imports or 27% from
all sources of supply of edible fish to the entire U.S. market.

Tuna represents 25% of the per capita consumption of all fish and shellfish in

the country and 67% of the per capita consumption of canned fishery products.

Tuna value, based upon landings by U.S. commercial fishermen, processors of fishery

products and by shippers of fishery imports comes to about $1.8 billion.

Tuna commercial landings of 514 million pounds represents 23% of all edible fish
landings.

Tuna fishery products canned for human consumption of $1.1 billion represents over
69% of such market.

Tuna fishery products canned for animal consumption of about $80 million represents
over 50 of such market.

Tuna fishery industrial products are valued at $18.7 million and represents 35%
of such market.

Tuna imports of edible fishery products of over $387 million represents 14.5% of
such foreign trade.

Tuna value of about $1.8 billion represents over 23% of the estimated value of U.S.
fishery products at the levels of domestic landings, imports and processed fishery

products.

Tuna vessels represent about 31% of the entire fleet of commercial fishing vessels
under the U.S. flag that are 200 gross tons or greater.

---- The replacement value of the U.S. Tuna Fleet is about $800 million.
Current mortgage indebtedness is about $300 million, as reflected by
U.S. Coast Guard records.

---- About 70% of the vessels in the U.S. Tuna Fleet operate from ports in
California, most of the remaining vessels operate from Puerto Rico.

Source: Current Fisheries Statistics No. 8000
Fisheries of the United States, 1979
April 1980
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EXHIBIT 2

REVIEW OF CERTAIN MAJOR FISHERIES

LANDINGS OF TUNA BY U.S. FLAG VESSELS
BY OCEAN OF CAPTURE AND SPECIES, 1960-75

YEAR

ATLANTIC OCEAN

BLUEFIN LITTLE SKIPJACK YELLOWFIN UNCLASSIFIED T5TAL

1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1.975 

7HOUSAND POUNDS  

1,403
2,368
8,751
12,506
10,764
7,020
2,730
5,114
1,779
2,703
7,335
6,987
4,927
3,198
2,350
5,012

15
3
17
12
4
22
47
15
13
16
254
10
10
14
20
4

-
-

1,021
4,530
8,578

141
87
950

6,844
12,592
23,668
30,276
27,5127
40,209

4/29,278
7/23,277

-
-
37

-
-
-
-
1,620

13,454
38,346
25,658
9,248
25,482
6,144
10,976
30,230

-
-
-

11
123
251
8
23
4
2

-
110
-

(3)
1
3

1,4,e
2,371
9,F,2,
17,05,
19,469
7,434
2,872
7,722
22,094
53,659
56,915
46,631

2/57,942
49,565
42,625
58,526

YEAR
PACIFIC OCEAN

ALBACORE BLUEFIN 1/ LITTLE I SKIPJACK YELLOWFIN TOTAL

1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 

1975 

- _ - _ ------- _ - - THOUSAND POUNDS - - _ _  

40,211 .
32,844
45,955
60,802
48,070
37,220
36,991
48,367
55,902
48,138
56,140
49,841
60,388
39,490
418,818
48,979

13,248
21,920
32,421
31,301
24,010
16,794
36.979
14,905
13,500
15,945
9,132
17,723
26,396
20,925
14,230

17,732

4
2
13
60
35
15
28
49
27
37
17
23
29
25
35

54

59,352
86,746
121,286
134,921
99,219
142,845
98,436
195,998
108,672
71,724
91,722
170,208
62,329
64,334

4/120,198
5/132,997

204,880
212,971
131,446
114,502
163,419
169,163
158,564
159,209
201,333
249,647
278,970
190,490
327,616
345,724
325,287
310,601

317,695
354,483
331,121
341,586
334,753
366,037
330,998
418,528
379,434
385,491
435,981
428,285
476,758
470,498
558,568

2/510,365

YEAR
TOTAL

ALBACORE BLUEFIN 1/ LITTLE SKIPJACK YELLCWFIN UNCLASSIFIED TOTAL

1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1969 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 

  THOUSAND POUNDS  

40,211
32,844
45,955
60,802
48,070
37,220
36,991
48,367
55,902
48,138
56,140
49,841

2/60,406
39,490
48,818
48,979

14,651
24,288
41,172
43,807
34,774
23,814
39,709
20,019
15,279
18,648
16,467
24,710
31,323
24,123
16,580
22,744

19
5
30
72
39
37
75
64
40
53
271
33
39
39
35
58

59,352
86,746
122,307
139,451
107,797
142,986
98,523
196,948
115,516
84,316
115,390
200,484
89,834
104,543

4/149,476
5/156,274

204,880
212,971
131,483
114,502
163,419
169,163
158,564
160,829
214,787
287,993
304,628
199,738
353,098
351,868
336,263
340,831

-
.
-
11

123
251
8
23
4
2

-
110
-

(3)
1
5

319,113
356,854
340,947
358,645
354,222
373,471
333,870
426,250
401,528
439,150
492,896
474,916
534,700
520,063
551,193
568,891

1/ INCLUDES DATA ON LANDINGS OF BIOEYE TUNA IN HAWAII.

2/ INCLUDES 18,000 POUNDS OF ALBACORE TAKEN IN THE ATLANTIC OCEAN.

2/ LESS THAN 500 POUNDS.

4./ INCLUDES 60,000 POUNDS OF BLACK SKIPJACK IN THE ATLANTIC OCEAN AND 86,000 ROUNDS IN THE PACIFIC OCEAN.
5/ INCLUDES d0,000 POUNDS OF BLACK SKIPJACK IN THE ATLANTIC OCEAN AND 62,000 pOuNDS IN THE PACIFIC OCEAN

2/ INCLUDES 2,000 POUNDS OF UNCLASSIFIED TUNA.

NOTE:--INCLUDES LANDINGS IN PUERTO RICO, AMERICAN SAMOA, AND AT FOREIGN PORTS FOR EXPORT TO FOREIGN COUNTRIES.

SOURCE: Fishery Statistics of the United States, 1975 
Statistical Digest No. 69, U.S. Department of Commerce
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HISTORICAL FISHERY STATISTICS

TUNA CATCH BY SPECIES, ATUINTIC AND GULF COAST STATES, 1930 -1957
H U AN S OF DOLLARSx

YEAR BLUEFIN LITTLE SKIPJACK

1930 
1931  
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 
1936 
1937 
1933 
1939 
1940 
1941  
1942 
1943 
1944 
1945 
1946 
1947 
1948 
1949 
1950 
1951  
1952 
1953 
1954 
1355 
1956 
957 

QUANTITY VALUE 

19
22
15
20

(1)
16

(1) 
36
68
35
40
37
75
65
115
241
94
114
214
207
112
131
58
123
109
55
84
107

QUANTITY VALUE 

-
_

-

-

-

6
10
27
60
52
11
8
30
3
3
4
5
2

QUANTITY VALUE

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
_
-
-
-
-
-

21
-
-
-
-
-

-

-

-
-

_
_

-
-

-
5/172

-

-
-

-
-
-
-
-
_
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
_
-
302

4/340
662
602
730
226
371
747
68
72
107
88
33

296
321
315
444

(1)
562

il),023
1,823
949

1,155
2/1,049

827
3j480
829

1,374
4/1,184

1,087
2,997
2,739
1,267
1,760
565

1,945
1,428
897
458

1,001

YEAR YELLOWFIN TOTAL

1930 
1931  
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 
1936 
1937 
1938 
1939 
1340 
1941 
1942 
1343 
,344 
1945 
1 46 
1347 
1348 
1949 
1950  
1051  
1;52 
1353 

o 
7,57 

-

QUANTITY VALE 

-
-
-
-
-

-
-
-
_
_
_
-
_
-
-
-
-
_
_
-
45
63

-
2

_
42
80

QUANTITY VALUE 

19
22
15
20

(1)
16

(1)
36
68
35
40
37
75
65
115
247
104
141
274
259
123
184
172
126
114
59
131
189

296
321
315
444

(1)
562

(l),023
1,823
949

1,155
1,049
827
450
629

1,676
1,524
1,749
3,599
3,468
1,563
2,479
1,896
2,013
1,515
1,00.4
879

1,700

-
-
-
-
-
-
-

-
-
_
-
_

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

57348
412
-

15
_

332
666

DATA NOT AVAILABLE.
, AS A DETAILED SURVEY WAS NOT CONDUCTED IN THE NEW ENGLAND AND MIDDLE ATLANTIC STATES FOR 1941, DATA ON THE
.,,EFIN CATCH FOR 1940 HAVE BEEN USED EXCEPT FOR LANDINGS AT BOSTON AND GLOUCESTER, MASSACHUSETTS, AND PORTLAND,
s"'IKE. FOR WHICH 1941 DATA WERE AVAILABLE,

INCLUDES 1942 DATA FOR THE CHESAPEAKE BAY STATES AS NO SURVEY WAS MADE IN THIS AREA IN 1943.
INCLUDES 1945 DATA FOR NEW JERSEY AND DELAWARE AS NO SURVEY WAS MADE IN Tl-ESE STATES FOR 1946.48 FISH WERE CAUGHT IN THE PACIFIC AREA, BUT LANDED ON THE ATLANTIC OR GULF COASTS.

SOURCE: Fishery Statistics of the United States, 1957 
Statistical Digest No. 44, U.S. Department of Interior
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HISTORICAL FISHERY STATISTICS

TUNA CATCH BY SPECIES, PACIFIC COAST STATES, 1911 - 1957
THOUSANDS OF POUNDS AND THOUSANDS C7 Ca.LARS)

YEAR ALBACORE BLUEFIN SKIPJACK YELLC,FIN TOTAL

1911
1912
1913
1914
1915
1916
1917
1918
1919
1920
1921
1922
1923
1924
1925
1926
1927
1929
1929
1930
1931
1932
1933
1934
1935
1936
1937
1938
1939
1940
1941
1942
1943
1544
1945
1546
1947
,346
1349
,950
1:61
1.152
53

,-..54
'.S5
-356
1167

QUANTITY VALUE

5
20
53
222
316

/8002/4 
,222
400
845

1,982
1,222
1,151
1,627
1,829
2,333
2/222
517
42
40
24
3

31
(5)

9
200
91
287
966

1,009
996

1,712
4,566
6,104
8,666
7,697
4,764
6,780
14,659
10,039
13,839
5,403
9,146
6,920
5,426
4,026
7,082
6,732

QUANTITY VALUE

-2,246

-
-
-
-
-
2/700

25
218
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
312
823
490

1,238
169
51
29
846

1,145
922
725
963
602

1,117
581

1,159
967

1,939
1,964

3,321
1,096
713
426
604
733

1,550
3,553
1,941
1,650
2,417

QUANTITY VALUE

-
-
-
-
-

(3)
11
91
241
378
25
270
298
179
752
873

1,261
562

1,081
790
504
751
613
594
688

1,191
- 2,319

1,133
1,300
2,743
1,362
3,335
2,563
2,694
2,982
4,283
7,626
9,534
11,923
18,131
16,655
10,908
16,943
23,345
13,799
14,169
9,991

0-At:TIT, VALUE

.3,536

14,614
23,919
33,406
30,999
28,323
24,961
25,275
21,313
20,575
16,869
20,369
18,194

-

-

(3)

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
591

1,304
1,774
2,200
3,396
1,979
1,505
2,275
3,053
3,620
4,139
5,458
4,705
5,912
6,707
4,651

4,881
6,269
5,716

QUANTITY VALUE

1,500
1,258

11,563

12,896
14,535
19,568
21,38'
25,927
41,648
58,695
53,674
61,219
47,623
49,062
46,726
52.699
39,435
43,290
37,334

5
20
53
222
316

709
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
,394

3,201
3,811
5,448
2,655
2,338
2,917
4,502
5,653
6,343
8,789
7,787
8,823

8,506

2/850
1 3,400
7/1 

6,600
1718,470

21,074
43,439
32,126
16,529
35,867
39,329
19,686
35,269
38,116
27,780
53,484
42,556
69,215
62,050
72,193
99,347
56,658
60,251
65,325
94,222
117,070
125,254
154,841
136,426
171,297
204,882
123,739
116,567
125,652
166,320
180,673
214,509
253,941
316,003
330,239
389,691
316,433
320,798
300,791
321,181
269,362
328,604
295,035

-
-
-
-
-

- 
(3)

-
346

1,965
1,238
7,337
10,537
3,0E3
13,238
12,565
25,934
32,251
37,399
56,654
36,560
35,923
51,076
60,913
72,252
73,353
91,523
73,316
110,413
113,760
76,702
41,467
49,262
63,144
67,446
127,247
153,510
139,427
190,544
157,690
161,431
173,519
133,340
119,44)2
123,208
150,923
137,240

-
-
-
-
-

(3)
420

3,024
6,897
7,957
1,139
11,862
11,463
3,781
14,235
20,995
33,607
15,615
26,998
20,486
16,507
21,637
16,687
14,630
17,197
26,992
47,104
22,654
30,121
56,650
25,586
38,735
28,894
30,037
33,348
41,088
52,749
60,554
80,512
126,786
116,599
64,844
122,978
153,756
102,807
123,717
90,621

185°
1 3,400
1.12_7/6,600

1 18,470
21,074
22 ,899
30,556
7,265
13,631
16,877
15,277
13,232
12,515
17,695
22,207
2,469
4,579
283
269
286
37
620
2

121
2,448
984

3,520
17,726
18,922
14,502
11,932
23,540
37,516
52,795
39,483
24,142
26,844

6/49,493
54,794

2/72,453
34,491
52,558
34,700
26,998
29,738
41,338
46,659

-
-
-
-
-

2/20,540
1,150
6,240
14,991
10,530
2,032
2,838
3,301
3,241
3,604
6,527
4,898
13,701
7,527
21.921
3,534
1,071
560

16,356
25,173
18,925
12,694
17,726
11,636
19,970
9,519
12,845
10,178
20,344
20,594
22.032
20,838
6,529
4,389
2,762
3,862
4,577
9,773
21,025
13,609
12,626
20,315

./ ESTIMATED ON THE BASIS OF PACK AS REPORTED BY TUNA CANNERS.

V ESTIMATED.

If THE CATCH OF SKIPJACK AND YELLOWFIN HAS BEEN INCLUDED WITH THAT OF BLUE-FIN

!! DATA NOT AVAILABLE.
.2 LESS THAN 500 DOLLARS.
$f INCLUDES 132,000 POUNDS, VALUED AT $32,000 LANDED IN ALASKA.

INCLUDES 39,000 POUNDS, VALUED AT $4,000 LANDED IN ALASKA.

w,TE:--DATA FROM 1911 TO 1923 BASED ON STATISTICS PUBLISHED BY THE BUREAU CF FISHERIES, THE CALIFORNIA BUREAU OF
AA.IsE FISHERIES (FISH BULLETIN NO. 74), AND THE UNITED STATES TARIFF COMMISSION IN THEIR REPORT TO THE UNITED
''&7ES SENATE ON NA FISH, REPORT NO. 109, SECOND SERIES.

SOURCE: Fishery Statistics of the United States, 1957 

Statistical Digest No. 44, U.S. Department of Interior
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The CHAIRMAN. George Steele?
Mr. STEELE. Mr. Chairman, I just have one other comment. I also

regret that Mr. Studds is not here, because I would like to respond
to one question that he insisted—that he is insistent in bringing up
in all of these discussions. And that has to do with what he points
out as being, quote, an inconsistency in the FCMA between the fact
that tuna is included and billfish is not included.

I would like to remind Mr. Studds, if my memory serves me
correctly, he was one of the people—and several people, members
of this committee, were supporting his amendment—who specifical-
ly asked that billfish be excluded in the definition of highly migra-
tory species when this committee and the Congress was passing the
FCMA.
I would submit that the difficulty which the various councils are

experiencing now, and the need which they recognize for interna-
tional cooperation in conserving billfish just points up what my
colleagues have said here. And perhaps we are, to quote Mr. Studds
and Mr. Busby, being evangelical, because the only way that we
can possibly conserve any migratory species, be it billfish, bluefin,
or any tuna, is to do it on an international basis.
So if we are going to be consistent, then may I suggest that we be

consistent with the only way that the scientists have been able to
prove that we can do it—let's move billfish into the highly migra-
tory species and seek an international convention to conserve bill-
fish.
Thank you.
Mr. BURNEY. Mr. Chairman, Captain Sousa would like to say a

few words.
The CHAIRMAN. Captain Sousa and I served in the 2nd Division

about 30 years ago out in Korea.
Captain Sousa. That's correct.
The CHAIRMAN. So he can have as much time as he wants.

[Laughter]
Captain SOUSA. In fact, the last time I spoke with you, we were

talking ship to ship.
The CHAIRMAN. That's right; we were in the South Pacific, trying

to find out what the problems were with the porpoise. And I think
we had a successful trip down there.
Captain SOUSA. I am here because I am quite concerned about

this bill. I can see the handwriting on the wall. I'm a third-genera-
tion fisherman; my son has my boat out now—he's a fourth-genera-
tion fisherman, and I hope my grandchildren will be the fifth-
generation fishermen. My folks come from the old country, Portu-
gal, landed in Massachusetts, did a little fishing in Massachusetts,
and moved on to California and helped pioneer our tuna industry
out there.
The thing that concerns me on this bill is if we put a 200-mile

limit over here on the east coast, that's going to snowball to the
west coast, and Mexico is going to put it and the Central American
countries are going to put it, and the South American countries are
going to put it. I know; I've been outside that fence looking in—I've
been captured three times down there. I was thrown in prison for 3
days, maximum security, in Panama.
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And if we have to sit outside a 200-mile limit looking in, you will
have plenty of boats in San Diego, like 120 boats in San Diego—you
can use them all back here for sport fishing boats, because they are
not going to do us any good.
Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, George. Dave, what effect would a

moratorium have?
Mr. BURNEY. Well, I think that was answered earlier, Mr. Chair-

man.
The CHAIRMAN. But it wasn't answered from the viewpoint of

this panel.
Mr. BURNEY. I think the problem with the moratorium idea—

first of all, we are still getting the science. I think it's been told
over and over again that if we go back to IATTC—they started in
1948, couldn't really come up with a quota until 1966. Nobody is
willing to have the patience with ICCAT. I recognize why they are
impatient; I know that everybody wants a solution overnight. I
think, as Mr. Carey says, the sea just doesn't give up its secrets
very easy.

If you are going to have a moratorium, then, first of all, you have
got to bring bluefin tuna under the jurisdiction of the FCMA. That
in and of itself cuts our lifeline out. I don't think we can say it any
more succinctly than Captain Sousa just said it. I hear over and
over again that you don't need this protection of the Fishermen's
Protective Act; gee, you get reimbursed for everything that you
have to expend when you are seized. He spent 3 days in solitary
confinement. I don't know who paid him for that.

Let's face it. When we get reimbursed, there is a provision in the
Fishermen's Protective Act that that money can be deducted from
the foreign assistance program of the country that imposed the
fine.
So it's not like it's carte blanche for our industry. I do not believe

that you can envision a moratorium, first, without having the
necessary scientific evidence to support the fact that a moratorium
is needed; and, second, to have a moratorium you would either
have to get the agreement of all the countries within ICCAT or you
would have to bring bluefin tuna under the jurisdiction of the
FCMA.

If all the parties on the east coast feel that it is absolutely vital
to have a moratorium on the taking of bluefin tuna, then that
should be urged through ICCAT. You shouldn't try to yank bluefin
away from ICCAT and bring it under unilateral management,
which cannot be effective, and then seek a moratorium.
The CHAIRMAN. Is the bluefin, the eastern and western Atlantic

bluefin, an endangered species or impacted species, or is there any
danger to its stocks?
Mr. ALVERSON. Well, if you look at I think it's the Endangered

Species Act, an endangered species is one that is threatened with
extinction. I hardly think the Atlantic bluefin is threatened with
extinction. As I pointed out, the catch in 1968 was in the neighbor-
hood of 16,000 tons, and in 1978 it was about 22,000 tons. I don't
think this species or stocks are threatened with extinction.
Furthermore, I think we should note that there is no biological

law that states that the bluefin should appear at the same place at
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the same time in the same abundance every year. These things are
highly migratory and subject to the oceanic regime, and they are
going to move about as they see fit.
I think someone pointed out here that there was a large fishery

off Norway apparently in the fifties and early sixties, and that has
declined considerably. Of course, as other people got into the act,
some of the fish which showed up off of Norway have been caught
by other people.
There is another factor which may be involved. In the early

sixties the Atlantic Scandinavian stock of herring was large, and
then the stock started to decline sharply. And fish are a lot like
fishermen—they like to go where the action is and they can eat.
So the ocean is subject to all sorts of switches and changes, and

we should be cognizant of that fact. I don't think the bluefin are
threatened or endangered.
The CHAIRMAN. Is the science and the body of science and the

study of the bluefin as extensive as that on the yellowfin?
Mr. ALVERSON. With respect to the eastern Pacific, I think the

answer has to be no. We have had a commission there for 30 years
which has been collecting extensive information on catch effort and
abundance. And I think that one of our problems in the Atlantic—
and Mr. Broadhead could comment on this better—is the fact that
we really don't have good data with respect to effort and, hence,
abundance in this ocean. And I don't think the statistics on catch
are as good as they are in the eastern Pacific either.
Mr. FELANDO. One of the interesting things with respect to the

U.S. purse seine fishery off the east coast is the very high catch per
effort. They are catching the quota within days.
In 1979, I believe, the entire quota of about 1,000 tons that was

allocated to the school purse seine fishery was caught within 5
days. The record is pretty clear that if somebody was analyzing the
catch per effort statistics, how many tons of fish you would catch
per day, for the U.S. purse seine fishery it's been extremely good
off the east coast. Now, this might be a measure of availability, but
nevertheless there is a high catch per effort for the U.S. purse
seine fishery that suggests that maybe the stock is in pretty good
shape.
The other thing that I think we are finding out here since the

Commission has been around, that we were a little surprised about
the extent of the longline fishery suddenly in the Mediterranean in
the seventies. Now we are a little surprised about the extensive
surface fishery—the Italians have quite a purse seine fishery in the
Mediterranean. In 1 year I believe the total catch approached
10,000 tons.
Now in recent years we are suddenly surprised about the giant

bluefin tuna available in the Gulf of Mexico. I think we are just
starting to find out a lot of things about the bluefin fishery. There
is a limit; there is going to have to be a quota. But that is quite a
different statement than to say that the stock is facing extinction,
the stock is facing depletion—I don't think that has been estab-
lished by the record. I think there is concern, and rightful concern,
about the limits.
The CHAIRMAN. The United States obviously cannot impose a

unilateral limit on something that is not under its control.
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Mr. FELANDO. That's right, and when you look at the fishery, the
Japanese fishery—and I am talking about their longline tech-
nique—or the Taiwanese or the South Koreans. That fishery
doesn't just stop within the FCZ; it goes right across the Atlantic.
And the Japanese, just like we are, they have the gear, the

vessels, and the know-how—and I think they have more know-how
than we do—when to follow the fish.

. The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Anderson?
Mr. ANDERSON. No questions.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Forsythe?
Mr. FORSYTHE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Alverson, I finally

. found the scientist. Do you recall the question that I have been
trying to find the scientist to answer—if we try to regulate only
the bluefin, can we separate it from other tuna? In other words,
are we going to get into trouble with the rest of the fish we
regulate?
Mr. ALVERSON. I think you were referring to the longline fishery,

If I am not mistaken?
Mr. FORSYTHE. Yes.
Mr. ALVERSON. Is that the thrust of your question?
Mr. FORSYTHE. Yes.
Mr. ALVERSON. Well, I think to some extent that's going to be

difficult depending on where you are trying to regulate. For in-
stance, in the Gulf of Mexico, the bluefin catch is very heavy by
the Japanese January through April; it's fairly well limited to the
bluefin, although there is yellowfish and others taken
However, if you talk about other parts of the Atlantic, if one

looks at the longline records, there are areas where the primary
goal is bigeye and possibly albacore, and bluefin is, quote, the
incidental take.
Mr. FORSYTHE. The whole thrust of this is to protect the bluefin;

and the thrust of what I was trying to get at and you really can't
separate it.
Mr. ALVERSON. I don't think you can select out just the bluefin

and protect it on its own. And, furthermore, I don't think you can
protect the bluefin if it's just in the U.S. FCZ, period, because there
are too many other players in the ballgame that can continue to
fish on the same bluefin that show up in our waters on a seasonal
basis.
Mr. FORSYTHE. Well, if you are going to do it, then you would

• have to take all the tuna in at least if we are going to try to
protect all migratory fish you would have to do that.
Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen, thank you very much.-

JOHN BRYSON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, MID-ATLANTIC FISHERY
MANAGEMENT COUNCIL; DAVID FYRBERG, TRI-COASTAL SEA-
FOOD CORP., INC.; AND FRANK J. MATHER III, SCIENTIST
EMERITUS, WOODS HOLE OCEANOGRAPHIC INSTITUTE; A
PANEL

The CHAIRMAN. The next panel, Mr. John Bryson, executive
director, Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council; David Fyr-
berg, Tr -Coastal Seafood Corporation; and Frank Mather, scientist
emeritus, Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute.
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Mr. Bryson, we will place all statements in the record in their
entirety, if you would summarize briefly for us so we can get to
some questions.
Mr. BRYSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will try to summarize.
The Mid-Atlantic Council is pleased to have the opportunity to

appear this afternoon, and we do support the inclusion of the
Atlantic bluefin tuna, that is, the Thunnus thynnus thynnus,
within the purview of the FCMA. Now, this is a different sub
species from the Pacific bluefin tuna, the Thunnus thynnus orienta-
lis. We are talking about a different sub species, and I don't think
the two should be confused.
We feel that the bluefin, the Atlantic bluefin tuna, can be man-

aged to the advantage of the U.S. fisheries. We understand some of
the concerns of other groups that this is a snowballing concept,
that once the Atlantic bluefin is under control, others may follow—
and I can't comment on that except that will be something that
you gentlemen will have to decide at some later date.
The International Commission has stated that they feel that the

effects probably will be realized wherever the fish are controlled;
and we agree with that—we think this will be a positive effect on
this area.
As far as the other countries' impacts, some of those other coun-

tries we are worried about seem to already have control, that is,
Ecuador, Peru, Chile, Mexico, Costa Rica, Canada, P. G., New
Guinea, and Samoa.
We do not believe the bluefin tuna is a highly migratory species

except by definition of the FCMA. It is, in our opinion, an occasion-
al migratory fish, at least certainly as far as the school tuna is
concerned. The tagging studies and results of those would show
roughly 2 percent to be highly migratory. I don't feel that is
enough to put it under the highly migratory definition.
One of the problems with the exclusion of the bluefin tuna is in

trying to regulate—and it's been brought out earlier, some of the
other species such as the Atlantic billfish, the swordfish, and
shark. When the South Atlantic Council attempted to draft a regu-
lation on billfish, it found some rather strong language coming
back to it. And I wish Congressman Breaux were here to hear some
of these comments, or at least reference to them.
The legislation now coming down that we must provide reason-

able opportunity for foreign longline vessels to fish for tuna in the
FCZ, impose the least burden on such vessels that would achieve
conservation management, and must evaluate the purpose of the
management measure, give the expected effect of the measure, give
the factual basis for the expectation, show any alternative methods
of achieving the same objective, and evaluate the need—I think the
South Atlantic did a pretty good job on doing most of that, and if I
may quote from the State Department for a moment in a letter to
the chairman of that council:

It is the view of the Department of State that the proposal contained in the draft
billfish FMP not throw out any foreign longlining in the FCZ and the Gulf of
Mexico from May 16 through October 31, and the FCZ in the Atlantic during the
months of June, July, August, and September, are sweeping closures which are in
effect a direct and severe restriction on foreign tuna fishing which could ultimately
have a serious negative impact on access by the U.S. tuna fleet of the fisheries off
the coasts of other countries. We do not believe such closure to meet the balancing
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tests considered necessary for the regulation of foreign longlining, and don't support
the plan.

Now, maybe the timing is a little longer than is absolutely
necessary. We didn't hear from either State or NMFS that, if it
were to cut down the closure time some, it would be satisfactory—
simply they opposed it.
The councils find themselves in the position, then, of trying to

regulate these species in the absence of tuna control—and I am not
talking about total tuna control, just the bluefin, which seems to be
the most problem.

It is a problem for us. I do not understand, however, some of the
statements made today about the international management. If
this were placed under FCMA, I can see the position of the United
States then, being developed by the councils maybe rather than the
present procedure. But I don't see how that is necessarily in con-
flict with international management or international agreement.

If one is to assume that the councils are not cognizant of the
world need for fisheries—I think that's erroneous. If the concern is
that we are more concerned with the U.S. fishermen than we are
foreign fishermen, then you are probably totally correct.
But we do need to be able to recognize some of the problems we

have and how we are going to solve them. We do not again under-
stand that this is necessarily a conflict because bluefin may be
placed under the FCMA. I don't see how that conflicts with any
international agreements or presents any unworkable problem.
Thank you, sir.
[The following was received for the record:]

STATEMENT BY JOHN C. BRYSON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, MID-ATLANTIC FISHERY
MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council is pleased to have the opportunity
to present you within its views on including the Atlantic bluefin tuna (Thunnus,
thynnus thynnus) with American fisheries jurisdiction under the FCMA.
The Atlantic Bluefin tuna is, in the opinion of the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Manage-

ment Council, a prime candidate for inclusion as a species to be managed under the
FCMA. We trust that the same logic that led to the passage of the FCMA and the
inclusion of such migratory species as billfish, swordfish and sharks will again
prevail in the inclusion of Atlantic bluefin tuna.
As we indicated in our letter of July 18, 1979 to Congressman Studds (copy

attached), the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council is fully supportive of H.R.
4357 and any similar legislation which will bring the Atlantic bluefin tuna under
American fisheries jurisdiction. We feel as did the International Commission for the
Conservation of Atlantic Tunas that "it is probable that the results of management
action will be most clearly felt among the fisheries on the same side of the Atlantic
as the action is taken . . ." We are also aware of the fact that our sister Councils
on the east coast have adopted similar positions in favor of including the Atlantic
bluefin in the FCMA. Since we are dealing here with an Atlantic problem, it would
seem that the comments of the people directly affected with the fisheries in the
Atlantic should be carefully weighed in considering this measure.
The Mid-Atlantic Council is not opposed to rational international management

and agree with the way H.R. 4357 addresses this issue. The international manage-
ment has established a system which we feel is totally inequitable to U.S. fisher-
men. We are in a position where the first crack at bluefin in the FCZ is given to
foreign fishermen and then our own fishermen have to be tightly restricted with
quota and gear regulations. We do not believe this to be Congress' intent in creating
the FCMA. By placing bluefin within this management structure, we can return our
own bluefin fishermen to the level of top priority which they deserve.
We have been told that including the Atlantic bluefin tuna in the FCMA will

cause problems for the tuna fisheries of the Pacific. We do not see how this could
really be true. The countries which are so often used in this argument have already
placed tuna under their own control and the Atlantic bluefin tuna is not even one

66-489 0-80---11
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of the species off their coasts. How could our desire to adequately manage 
an

Atlantic species occurring predominantly in our waters bother fisheries in t
he

Pacific? We do not see that the other countries have changed their attitude about

reciprocity since this argument was first brought up in an attempt to defeat the

passage of the FCMA. Certainly it is even weaker when applied to just the Atlantic

bluefin.
The population of bluefin tuna in the western Atlantic will certainly benefit from

management within 200 miles of our coast. The body of fish in our waters is set

apart to a great degree because of the nature of its life history and behavior. The

spawning grounds in the western Atlantic (Gulf of Mexico) area are mostly within

our FCZ. As demonstrated by tag returns, the vast majority of young, immature fish

up to age 5 have been shown to remain in the western Atlantic to feed and grow.

These fish of age 1-6 are found throughout the year in our Atlantic coast FCZ in

one fishery or another. Unfortunately, one of these, the offshore winter fishery, is

conducted by foreigners over whom we have no control. This fishery is able to

wantonly catch all the maturing bluefin which in recent years the United States

has been making a concerted effort to conserve so we could begin to rebuild the

previously depleted medium sized group of fish. Finally, many of the older spawning

fish, which are the ones taken first by the foreigners in the Gulf of Mexico in

spring, spend the summer and fall feeding in the waters of New England and

Canada. The connection between the spawning and feeding areas which completes

the cycle of the western Atlantic migration pattern has also been shown by tag

returns. Trans-Atlantic movement has been shown but this is predominantly by the

larger fish and then only by a few tagged in one area (the Bahamas). These data do

not support calling bluefin highly migratory but rather occasionally migratory and

at that we are speaking of only a limited segment of the population.
We are also aware that both U.S. and Canadian scientists agree that there is most

likely a body of fish which spawn and remain in the western Atlantic to the degree

that unilateral and/or bilateral management in this area will improve the stock.

Our fisheries are somewhat different, however, as Canadian fishermen catch only

the larger, mature fish in their waters while U.S. fishermen catch all sizes. The

Canadians have already chosen to manage the bluefin in their waters. Since our

U.S. fishermen have always taken their entire catch of Atlantic bluefin tuna within

the U.S. FCZ and now must be severely restricted while foreign nations take these

same fish in U.S. waters, we feel it is necessary for you to protect the rights of our

citizens by enabling the Councils to protect the fisheries for them. Contrary to the

opinions of some federal agencies, we feel bluefin tuna can be managed to the
advantage of U.S. fishermen.
An additional problem which has been created by the large foreign catches of

spawning bluefin in the Gulf of Mexcio is the large bycatch of and mortality to
Atlantic billfishes, swordfish and sharks. These species cannot be avoided and
although the foreign fishermen return them to the ocean, we have no control over
their condition which is, for the most part, very poor. We must have control of the
primary catch during this fishery so that we can not only adequately manage it but
also manage those other species which are of major importance to our fishermen
and for which the foreigners have little concern.
Thank you for your attention and I hope we have provided you with information

which will help you in this important decision for the U.S. Atlantic bluefin tuna
fish and fishermen.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Fyrberg.
Mr. FYRBERG. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I find myself on the horns of a

dilemma here today. I came down here at the request of Frank
Cyganowski [phonetic] and Mr. Frank Canton, two people who
called and asked if I would present some testimony today in favor
of this legislation. And I put together a short statement which I
was prepared to read, which gives some background information on
what we have all been talking about here, as I see it, and also
would have lent my support to this bill.
But when I hear comments such as "moratorium," when I hear

Dr. Frank Carlton say such things that if the entire or a portion of
the catch allocated to the Japanese longline fleet under the current
ICCAT provision were to be removed from that group, that it
wouldn't necessarily mean that a portion of that quota would be
divvied up, so to speak, among American fishermen—I begin to
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seriously question whether or not I am on the right side of the
fence.

I am Dave Fyrberg, and I come here as the general manager of
Tr -Coastal Seafood Cooperative, Inc., as well as being an advisor to
the U.S. Commissioners to ICCAT.
Tr -Coastal is a fishermen's cooperative marketing association

which represents 150 bluefin tuna fishermen from Maine, Massa-
chusetts and New Hampshire. Most of Tri-Coastal's membership
are full-time commercial fishermen who lobster, gillnet or drag for
other species of fish when bluefin are not available. However, in
these days, when flexibility means survival, these people have
become increasingly more dependent upon this fishery for part of
their livelihood. There are also those who have made a total com-
mitment to this fishery as their life's work.
As you may well imagine, these people have been severely im-

pacted by Federal regulations which have all but made this fishery
a recreational pursuit.
There are those who would like to see the bluefin strictly as a

big game fish sought after by purists with rod and reel. However,
all of the jumbo tuna that I know of landed in the northwest
Atlantic these days are sold.
Just to set the record straight, this is a commercial fishery. We

are talking about an important food fish that is utilized around the
world as a source of protein, even though there are those who came
earlier to deny that. Yet the National Marine Fisheries Service has
continued to manage this fish as a recreational species. This has
meant people management, restricting those who are capable of
catching these fish on a regular basis from working at their peak
efficiency, so that John Q. Public has the opportunity to pursue one
of these jumbo tuna.
There are so many inequities in the current management scheme

that all boil down to the same common denominator: too few fish
to go around in order to satisfy all of the factions involved in the
fishery.
At one time, the handgear people whom I represent, as well as

the purse seiners, were able to pursue this fishery unrestricted.
The ability of the fishermen and the availability of the fish were
the controlling factors in this instance. If you were good at your
trade, you made it; if not, you dropped out. Now we have a situa-
tion whereby NMFS fosters ineptness and inefficiency by equating
a commercial fisherman and a sport by reducing the catch rate to
one fish per day, the lowest common denominator. Just think of
the energy aspect of this scheme, the waste of $1 per gallon fuel
that goes into catching one tuna at a time.
This problem of small U.S. quotas goes back to the "Doomsday

sellers" who felt that giant bluefin were an endangered species and
that there were only 9,000 of them, of these creatures, left in the
entire northwest Atlantic.

Well, the Japanese proved them wrong by catching 15,000 giants
in the Gulf of Mexico that very year that this cohort analysis was
presented by NMFS as an indication of relative population trends.
Now we face a situation whereby Japanese distant water longliners
are catching many times what our quotas allow U.S. fishermen to
catch.
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Various pressure groups forced the United States to initiate
measures in ICCAT which would limit the catch of bluefin to
recent levels as of 1973-74 by member nations. Japan transferred
its effort from the Mediterranean Sea to the Gulf of Mexico and
legally may take the tonnages that it is now harvesting under the
ICCAT regime, as it stands.
The problem lies with the fact that the U.S. has more interest

and effort on bluefin now than during that period of time that was
used to calculate the allowable catch levels. This is coupled with
the fact that United States fishermen have been bound by ICCAT
whereas the Japanese boats seem to have circumvented the intent
of the wishes of this organization.
The answer is probably somewhere between dark and daylight,

which is to say that the U.S. predictions based on insufficient data
in previous years created abnormally low quotas for U.S. fisher-
men, while Japan, being more knowledgeable about this species,
took advantage of the situation.
The United States is now hamstrung by this initial blunder, and

the conservation measures seem only to apply to U.S. fishermen.
Therefore I would suggest that placing bluefin under the FCMA
would accomplish a twofold result: Japanese effort in the gulf could
be controlled, and hopefully this would allow reasonably larger
domestic quotas which would allow commercial interests to operate
more efficiently as well as providing for the conservation of the
bluefin tuna.
As I said before, that's my statement, but I have to qualify it. If I

have been hoodwinked, which is easily done—I'm a country boy—
then no way would I feel comfortable in speaking for the people
that I represent, who are commercial fishermen, and want a larger
percentage of these fish available to them, or at least a means of
harvesting them effectively and efficiently so that they can make
money at it. This is a business, an export business to Japan—
dollars going in the right direction in my book.
And if this whole thing was misrepresented to me, then I am

going to take the wait-and-see attitude.
Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Mr. Mather?
Mr. MATHER. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, and

fellow participants, I am very honored to be allowed to participate
and present my views here. Unfortunately, since I am a last-
minute addition to the line-up, so my presentation is not as orga-
nized as those of my predecessors. Please bear with me if it is
somewhat rambling.
I am a scientist who has been studying bluefin tuna about 30

years at the Oceanographic Institution in Woods Hole, often in
conjunction with the National Marine Fisheries Service and other
research organizations. I've been an adviser to the U.S. ICCAT
commissioners and delegation, and a member of the advisory com-
mittee to ICCAT for the past few years. I will confine my remarks
mainly to information on distribution and migrations of the blue-
fin, and how they might compare with those of other tunas and
relate to the feasibility of unilateral U.S. tuna fishing management
within the 200-mile zone.
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Much testimony today stressed the wide geographical distribu-
tion of the bluefin and how only a small percentage of this distribu-
tion is in the management zone. This point is applicable, however,
only if the population density, is uniformly distributed over the
entire area. This is far from the case. Although the fish is migra-
tory, as has been pointed out, the character of its migration is quite
different from most of the other commercial tunas, such as the
yellowfin, the albacore, the bigeye, and the skipjack. The seasonal
distribution pattern of the mature bluefin can actually be reduced
to a three-phase migration.
There is a summer and fall feeding concentration in coastal

waters. In this period the vast majority of the bluefin tuna in the
western Atlantic are very densely concentrated in the United
States and Canadian zones between Cape Hatteras and Newfound-
land. Some oceanic distribution is indicated by longline catches. In
this season the catch rates have been extremely low; about 2 fish
per 1,000 hooks or less compared with catch rates as high as 50 fish
per 100 hooks realized during the summer-fall concentration espe-
cially in midocean. Bluefin are extremely susceptible to purse seine
fishing in this area and during this season because they are so
densely concentrated.
During the winter, the larger fish disperse over an enormous

oceanic area, perhaps extending from Bermuda and Cape Hatteras
as far south as Brazil. Longline catch rates in this season, however,
are also very low, indicating that this distribution for the most part
is extremely thin.
During March, April, and May, a western Atlantic spawning

concentration occurs in the Gulf of Mexico. I believe that other
spawning concentrations which have not been located or exploited
as yet exist. The Gulf of Mexico concentration is quite dense and
the bluefin are quite vulnerable to longline fishing at that time.
The catch rates, however, aren't spectacular. By setting 50 miles of
longline gear, a boat can catch a few large fish, so that a longline
fleet does take a considerable catch, as has been pointed out.
So while the 5 percent of total distribution which in this zone

may be trivial in the sense of area, but in the sense of population,
during the feeding and spawning seasons—very large proportions
of the western Atlantic population in the United States and Cana-
dian zones. The 5-percent figure is therefore quite misleading in
terms of numbers of fish.
As regards the problem of the mixing of bluefin with other tuna

species, I would say that during the summer-fall concentration in
coastal waters this is negligible. There would be no problem in
controlling bluefin fisheries without affecting other species of com-
mercial importance in this period.
In the spawning season, I am not quite so sure on this, but I feel

that bluefin is predominant in the period of April, May, and June
in the Gulf of Mexico, and that other species, such as yellowfin and
marlins, become more important later than that. So again I think
there would not be a terribly traumatic thing about separating
them.
In the winter when the larger bluefin are very widely dispersed,

they may well occur with other tuna species. The catch rates are
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low in that period, however, and much of the fishing occurs outside
the United States and Canadian zones.

Getting into trans-Atlantic migrations, I know Dr. Alverson said
we shouldn't talk about tag returns, but I am going to do so
anyway. He mentioned that you need to extract the same season
recaptures. Well, for small tuna I would agree with him the small
tuna trans-Atlantic migrations have been recorded from releases in
waters off the United States in one summer and recaptures in
subsequent summers in Europe. The tuna which has been recap-
tured locally the same summer in which it was tagged has had its
ticket canceled.
Large tuna, however, have been recaptured in European waters

within 50 days of their release off the Bahamas. In this case,
therefore, the extraction of early recaptures is not as important.
About 18,000 small bluefin have been tagged in Western Atlantic

waters during the warm season. About 2,100 tags have have been
returned from fish which have been at liberty for 6 months or
more; 98 percent of these were recovered in the Western Atlantic,
nearly all of them in the warm season. Only 2 percent were recov-
ered in European waters, also in the warm season.
So I would say that Congressman Studds is quite right in saying

that the tag returns do not indicate very massive trans-Atlantic
migrations.

It is also interesting that these trans-Atlantic recoveries occurred
in flurries; we usually got several returns in 2 or 3 consecutive
years, and then none for 10 years or so.
In a typical cyclical migration fish return annually to the same

area in the same season. This is what occurs with the 98 percent of
the recaptures which occur in American waters, but not in the case
of those in European waters. The trans-Atlantic migration evident-
ly represent deviations from a normally cyclical migratory pattern.
About 4,000 adult bluefin have been tagged in the western Atlan-

tic; 116 of these were recaptured in local waters, or 92 percent; 10,
or 8 percent, were captured in various foreign waters, mostly in
Norway. Again, this doesn't look like a huge migration. And, again,
it is a sporadic occurrence; you don't have one every year; you get
one year where you have several, several years you get none, and
then another year you get a few more. Some giant bluefin tagged
off the Bahamas have been recaptured off Norway at the same
time that others have been caught off New England and Canada.
The returns therefore do not indicate a regular cyclical migration
from the Bahamas to New England, Canada, and Norway, resulting
in regular trans-Atlantic mixing.
Mr. Leitzell made reference to other studies, in addition to tag-

ging, which confirm his view of great mixing. Although tagging has
many limitations, these other studies he mentioned are much more
limited. Upon talking to the principal authors, I have found that
these works were preliminary of preliminary feasibility studies of
maybe-we-can-find-out-something; they were not intended to be con-
clusive indications of anything. They just say, well, gee, we tried to
do this and we got these results from a very small sample. The
parasite study, the author never even defined the distribution of
the parasites which were used as tags. In fact, I think we know a
hell of a lot more about bluefin distribution than we do about the
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parasites which were supposedly used as tags. I may be prejudiced,
but I think the tagging information is the best measure of mixing
we now have.
Again it has been alleged that the very high return rates which

indicated high mortality rates for young western Atlantic bluefin
were obtained mainly in the season of release. In a great many
years we actually got more returns in the season after the one in
which fish had tagged than we did in the year in which they had
tagged, although obviously there were fewer tags available to be
recaptured in the second season.

Getting to the difference between one stock or two stocks the-
ories, the consensus of ICCAT was that it is either one stock with
separation of small fish, or two stocks with mixing of large fish. To
my mind this is a very academic distinction in terms of manage-
ment strategy. What we must know is the mixing rate, and the
only evidence we have on the mixing rate which is at all convinc-
ing is that it is very small.
So while only a small percent of the area of the distribution may

happen to be in our management zone, a very heavy proportion of
the population or the stock of bluefin we are working on is in that
zone for the two most important fishing seasons. When they are
out of the zone they are very thinly distributed, for the most part,
so that very big catches are not very probable.
Among other considerations that haven't come up here but have

been talked about at ICCAT and which might be enacted or looked
at more closely, if we did have management under the 200-mile
zone, is the optimum size of first capture for bluefin tuna. There
have been several studies on this at ICCAT, and this is one area in
which there is practically no disagreement. The only disagreement
is whether we ought to start catching them at 150 pounds or 300
pounds, somewhere in that range, to get the maximum long-term
yield from the stock. So that is another thing that might be consid-
ered The catching of small bluefin is just extremely wasteful. Even
though the U.S. tuna industry has "educated" the great American
housewife to believe that dark meat tuna should not be eaten, such
tuna are valuable on the international market.
Catch per effort in the seine fishery was mentioned as evidence

that the bluefin problem has disappeared. That's a very tricky
thing in a seine fishery with a schooling fish because, when an
aggregation of such fish has been reduced, it does not occupy the
same space that it previously did. In other words, if you get rid of
half the tuna, they aren't distributed over the whole area, which
they had previously occupied; they will be in approximately half
that area. So it will not be more difficult to catch them; in fact, it
may be easier because they are concentrated in a smaller area.
This phenomenon has been well documented in scientific litera-
ture. My friend Johannes Hamre in Norway, pointed this out with
the local mackerel fishery; he worked on catch per effort and found
that there was no indication of any change in the stock size as the
results. He also studied tag return data—he had a much more
sophisticated and larger scale of a tagging system than we did, and
that showed a consistent decline in the stock. On the last year of
the fishery, both the curves derived by both methods met at zero.
But the curve from catch per effort had given no warning what the
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curve from the tag returns clearly indicated overexploitation.
Therefore I think that, in a seine fishery catch per effort data
should be looked at with great caution.
As regards my experience in ICCAT, I share Frank Carlton's

view that I would like to see this amendment if possible altered to
not involve our total abandonment of ICCAT. I feel that the scien-
tific meetings have been very instructive, helpful; they are a real
good way of getting information around much quicker than is
possible through the press.
The CHAIRMAN. You feel then, that ICCAT has been effective.
Mr. MATHER. Well, in a sense it has. I don't say it has been

effective as it might have been, but I think it has been very
effective promoting the exchange of information. I also feel that
the regulations which have been put in place by the United States
under ICCAT, particularly with regard to reducing the catch of
small bluefin, have been very beneficial. Actually the local New
England seiners at my suggestion laid off the very young fish of
the strong year class of 1973, even before the regulations went in.
The fortuitous appearance of that year class and a little exercise of
human intelligence, for a change, by fishermen and regulators
have given us a chance to save the Atlantic bluefin tuna.
The CHAIRMAN. What effect would it have on ICCAT if Cuba,

Mexico, the Bahamas, and Venezuela started to fish for bluefin
down in those spawning areas that you mentioned?
Mr. MATHER. Well, if the regulations were enforced as they now

stand, they wouldn't be able to fish much, because the fishing
mortality can only be as high as it was in recent years, and--
The CHAIRMAN. But some are not members of ICCAT
Mr. MATHER. Well, Cuba is, but if a nonmember goes in there, it

could have a very heavy effect, no question about it. Cuba is a
member, but if other nations go in there, as they well might,
ICCAT would be totally ineffective to do anything about it. In that
case, the use of the 200-mile law would be our only recourse.
The CHAIRMAN. Those are migratory fish, so it wouldn't have an

effect, would it?
Mr. MATHER. Well, as I have stated, the feeding concentration

could be almost entirely controlled if we act jointly with Canada,
which I am sure we can; and the spawning concentration—we don't
know the extent of the spawning area, but where they are now
catching spawning fish I think would be very largely controlled. I
wouldn't put a figure on it, but I think we would control a very
large percentage of the fisheries that now exist.
The CHAIRMAN. What effect would a moratorium have?
Mr. MATHER. Well, a moratorium, naturally, would accelerate

the rebuilding of the stock
The CHAIRMAN. Isn't the stock a healthy stock and doesn't need

rebuilding?
Mr. MATHER. Let me go back a little bit. The big problem with

the stock has never been a lack of small fish, because the spawning
stock of very big fish has hung in surprisingly well. I think their
longevity has increased because of less competition for food.
But the big problem with the stock has been there has been

nothing between the small fish, say, up to 100 pounds, and the big
ones, which now start at about 500. Thanks to the regulations,
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there has been some appearance of intermediate sized fish to fill
that gap. And I think it is essential to fill that gap. If we stand by
the present regulations, we have a good chance of doing it, but if
the spawning stock is wiped out before that gap is refilled, we will
be in bad shape. Also if we resume the slaughter of small fish to
the extent that practically none of them escape to become spawn-
ers, we will be in bad shape.

, The CHAIRMAN. I would like to yield to Mr. Anderson at this
point.
Mr. ANDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to have a

little clarification on this migratory question. Now, you say that in
' April, May and June—this is the western Atlantic bluefin—they

are in the gulf spawning. And then in the summer and the fall you
say they are up off New England and in the Canadian water.
Mr. MATHER. Right.
Mr. ANDERSON. Then, I think you said in the winter they were

all over the place.
Mr. MATHER. Well, this varies with the size of the fish. The

larger fish are the ones which disperse very widely and congregate
in the gulf, and the smaller ones do not migrate to that extent.
Mr. ANDERSON. Well, where do they spawn?
Mr. MATHER. Well, there is a big argument about that. I think

the medium size fish, of which there haven't been much of any in
recent years, spawn east of our Middle Atlantic States in or on the
northern edge of the Gulf Stream, but not many people believe me.
Mr. ANDERSON. Then they don't spawn up off the New England

coast, do they? They have to spawn down somewhere in the
warmer waters.
Mr. MATHER. There is no evidence that fish of this size occur in

numbers south of the Gulf Stream. So in my opinion they have to
spawn north of the Gulf Stream. And we have also caught some
ripe fish and collected some larvae in that area at a time when
there were a lot of those fish available in the 1950's and early
1960's.
Mr. ANDERSON. Now, on the other side of the Atlantic, the

spawning in April, May, and June, I suppose, is in the Mediterra-
nean.
Mr. MATHER. It's principally in the Mediterranean but mainly—

well, maybe June, July and possibly in August—it's considerably
later there.
Mr. ANDERSON. Then do they work themselves up off western

Europe and up into the North Sea off Norway?
Mr. MATHER. They have a more complex pattern than ours do

apparently. Some of the small fish go to Morocco and the Bay of
Biscay. Big ones and medium ones used to go to Norway, but that
fishery, as has been mentioned, has practically gone to hell in a
handbasket. They used to catch a lot of outgoing large fish off the
south coast of Spain and Portugal, but that fishery has virtually
disappeared. They catch incoming fish in traps off the Atlantic
coast of Morocco and Spain. That fishery virtually disappeared in
the early 1970's, but it has now bounced back to maybe 6 percent of
what it used to be.
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Mr. ANDERSON. In the winter, does the eastern bluefin tuna then
also go all over the place, all around the Atlantic? And is that
when you have your mixing?
Mr. MATHER. Yes, I would say so. This is conjectural, but from

looking at the distribution charts—I wouldn't know for sure where
the eastern ones begin and the western ones end.
Mr. ANDERSON. This would lead me to believe, then, that the

bluefin tuna is a rather highly migratory fish. And I was rather
stumped a moment earlier when Mr. Bryson said that only 2
percent of them were migratory, and I don't quite--
Mr. MATHER. I think Mr. Bryson was speaking in the sense of

going from one general fishing area—the western Atlantic—to the
other—the eastern Atlantic. I don't think anybody questions the
fact that tuna is migratory—but what you call "highly migratory"
is a relative term and the frame of reference has not been clearly
defined.
Mr. ANDERSON. It's my impression that if they start in the gulf,

in the Bahamas area, where they are spawning, work up along the
east coast off New England and up off Canada, and then, in the
winter time "go all over the Atlantic"—to me that is pretty migra-
tory.
Mr. MATHER. Yes, it is migratory. I was speaking from the view-

point of the possibility of controlling fisheries, and in that sense we
have a better grip on them than this 5 percent of the area distribu-
tional indicates.
Mr. ANDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Forsythe?
Mr. FORSYTHE. No questions.
The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen, thank you very much. We certainly

appreciate your assistance.
[The following was received for the record:]

A PRELIMINARY NOTE ON MIGRATORY TENDENCIES AND DISTRIBUTIONAL PATTERNS OF
ATLANTIC BLUEFIN TUNA BASED ON RECENTLY ACQUIRED AND CUMULATIVE TAG-
GING RESULTS BY FRANK J. MATHER III

SUMMARY

Important recent tagging results justify renewed consideration of migratory tend-
encies and distributional patterns of Atlantic bluefin tuna. Most recent returns
confirm or expand previously deduced separate migratory patterns for bluefin tuna
in the eastern and western Atlantic. Only nine tags recovered since 1970 indicate
transatlantic mixing.

INTRODUCTION

Important progress has been made in tagging Atlantic bluefin tuna (Thunnus
thynnus thynnus) but I have not attempted to summarize their distribution, migra-
tions and populations on a comprehensive basis since 1973 (Mather, Mason and
Jones, 1974). In this note I shall briefly review the transatlantic movements and the
migratory tendencies which have emerged for bluefin of various size groups (Rivas,
1979) on the respective sides of the Atlantic. Migratory and distributional patterns
in the Mediterranean Sea are not included.

TRANSATLANTIC MIXING

All but one of the transatlantic movements recorded by tag returns fall into two
distinct geographical and seasonal patterns, one for individuals which were small
when tagged and the other for giants. These patterns will be considered separately,
according to size of fish.

Forty-five west-east and two east-west transatlantic crossings of small (3-44 kg
when released) bluefin have been revealed by tag returns or recoveries (FAO, 1972;

(
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Aloncle, 1973; Tyler et at., 1979; SEFC, 1979; and one unpublished recently acquired
tag return). Most of these movements have been described and discussed in detail by
Mather, Bartlett and Beckett (1967); Mather (1969); FAO (1972); and Mather, Mason
and Jones, (1974). All of the crossings were between two specific areas, the New
York or Middle Atlantic Bight (Cape Hatteras to Cape Cod) and the Bay of Biscay.
These are the most important known nursery areas for small bluefin, and also the
sites of the most important fisheries for these fish, on the respective sides of the
Atlantic. All of the west-east migrants were tagged in July or August. All but two
sizes equivalent to ages I or II when tagged; one was probably age III and another
IV. Most of the recaptures also occurred in July or August, with a few taking place
in June, September or October. Excepting the two oldest fish, and those which had
been at liberty for more than one year, the recaptures occurred at ages II and III.
The two east-west migrants were released in September at ages I and II, and
recaptured in July and August at age III. These data indicate that these crossings
occurred during the cool period between fishing seasons, and that the tendency to
make such movements was the strongest in fish of ages I and II.
The proportion of the tag returns indicating transatlantic migrations to those

indicating recaptures on the side of the Atlantic on which the fish was tagged is
indicated in Figure 1 for the United States western Atlantic releases, and in the
following approximate figures all taggings for both sides of the ocean.

RELEASES OF AND RETURNS FROM SMALL BLUEFIN TAGGED IN THE ATLANTIC OCEAN

Area Releases
Returns

Local Transatlantic

Western Atlantic  17,822 2,050 45
Eastern Atlantic 447 6 2

"Local" returns refer to any returns from the side of the ocean in which the fish
was released, but returns from fish which had been at liberty for less than six
months were disregarded. These figures include releases through 1978 on both sides
of the Atlantic and returns obtained up to October 25, 1979 in the western Atlantic
and through October, 1978 in the eastern Atlantic.
For fish tagged in the western Atlantic, the proportion of transatlantic to local

recaptures is very small, about 1 to 45. The proportion of transatlantic to local
returns for eastern Atlantic taggings is one to three. More tagging results are
needed to obtain a statistically significant figure for the eastern Atlantic.
The transatlantic movements of tagged small bluefin are not randomly distribut-

ed over the years. The two east-west migrations occurred either in a single year or
in two consecutive years. The west-east crossings (Figure 1) could have occurred in a
minimum of six, and a maximum of 10, of the 25 migratory periods which have
occurred since tagging was initiated. All but two of the movements fell into two
periods: 1965-1970 and 1976-1979. Thirty-eight of the 45 small bluefin known to
have crossed the Atlantic from west to east were of the year classes of 1963 (four
fish), 1964 (23 fish) and 1965 (11 fish). Two of the remaining seven were of the 1952
year class, two (including one assigned tentatively) of the class of 1973, two of the
class of 1975, and one of the class of 1977. Rodewald (1967) suggested that transat-
lantic crossings were more apt to occur in years in which the westerly winds during
the migratory period were exceptionally strong over the probable migratory paths.
In any case, these movements do not appear to occur on a regular basis, or to
involve the majority of the young bluefin in the western Atlantic when they do take
place.
Ten west-east transatlantic movements of large (nine giant, one which was a very

large medium when tagged) bluefin have been recorded by tag returns. Nine of
these were from the Straits of Florida, off the northwestern Bahamas, to Norwegian
waters (Mather, 1962; 1969; FAO, 1972; Mather, Mason and Jones, 1974; Mason,
Mather and Baglin, 1977). All of these fish were tagged in May or June and
recaptured in August, September or October. Four of these fish were recaptured in
the year of their release, after periods of from 50 to 120 days at liberty. These
returns establish the tyical migratory period as May-June to August-October. Ap-
proximately 1,127 giant bluefin have been tagged in the vicinity of the Bahamas,
and, in addition to the above returns, six have been recaptured in the western
North Atlantic, including the Gulf of Mexico, and to in the western South Atlantic
(see above references and Baglin, Mason, Mather and Freeman, 1978). Five of the
nine transatlantic crossings from the Bahamas to Norway were concentrated in the
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years 1960-1962. The remaining four were scattered over a nine-year period from
1967-1976. The abnormally thin condition of the migrants which were examined
when recaptured in Norway was noticeable in contrast to the seasonally fat condi-
tion of the local fish (personal communication, J. Hamre, Fiskeridirektoratets,
Bergen). Tiews (1964), using historical body condition data, estimated the annual
recruitment of giant bluefin from American waters to the late season North Sea
catches for the years 1952-1962. His estimates varied greatly, from 0 in some years
to maxima of 39 percent in 1953 and 33 percent in 1961 with an average of 12
percent. In the latter year at least two, and possibly four, giant tuna which had
been tagged in the Bahamas arrived in Norwegian waters. Rodewald 91967) showed
possible relationships between these migrations and years when the west winds over
the probable migratory route were abnormally strong during the migratory period.
Approximately 468 bluefin, mostly of medium size, have been tagged in oceanic

waters north of latitude 35°N and west of longitude 60°W; 9 of these have been
recaptured in North American coastal waters or at the edge of the continental shelf
(FAO, 1972) and one was recaptured at Barbate (southern Atlantic coast of Spain)
after more than 13 years at liberty (unpublished recently acquired tag return). This
return represents the first migration of bluefin from the western Atlantic to the
waters off southern Spain. It is also the first known transatlantic movement of such
a large (estimated 275 lbs. 125 kg) bluefin tagged in an area other than the Straits
of Florida. This fish was approaching giant size when tagged, however, and had
been at liberty for 13 years when recaptured. Thus, it must have been a giant
during most of this period. It could well have crossed the Atlantic as a giant,
following the Bahamas-Norway route described above. Movements of large bluefin
from Norwegian to southern Spanish waters have been traced by Hamre (1965).
Thus, this individual might have followed a new route, or could well have followed
routes already known to us.
Some 99 of about 2,468 giant bluefin tagged in Canadian and United States

coastal waters have been recaptured in fishing seasons or fishing areas other than
those in which they were tagged (see above sources, also Hurley, Burnett and
Dickson, 1979; personal communication, B. E. Freeman, NMFS). All of these recap-
tures occurred in western Atlantic waters, including the Gulf of Mexico and the
Caribbean Sea. Not one of these fish was recaptured in the eastern Atlantic.

Similarly, 31 of 555 medium and giant bluefin tagged in Norwegian (Hamre, 1965)
and Spanish waters, (Rodfiguez-Roda, 1969) have been recaptured in European
waters, excluding those recaptured in the same fishing area and fishing season in
which they were released.
The following approximate figures recapitulate the taggings and returns of

medium and giant bluefin on the two sides of the Atlantic:

TAGGINGS AND RETURNS OF MEDIUM AND GIANT BLUEFIN IN THE ATLANTIC

Area Releases
Returns

Local Transatlantic

Western Atlantic  4,061 116 10
Eastern Atlantic 555 31 0

It is notable that not one of the numerous medium and large bluefin tagged in
continental coastal waters has been captured on the opposite side of the Atlantic.
One of many possible explanations for the transatlantic movements of bluefin
released in the Straits of Florida and offshore waters also adjacent to the Gulf
Stream may be the known (Sella, 1929; Sara, 1973) tendency of migrating bluefin to
follow ocean currents. This explanation is in accord with the hypothesis of
Rodewald (1967). In any case, as with the small individuals, the numbers of known
transatlantic crossings of medium and large bluefin are small compared with the
number of local recaptures.

LOCAL MIGRATORY PATTERNS

Continued tagging effort is producing important new information on migrations of
bluefin in the western Atlantic, but progress in the eastern Atlantic has been
limited because it no longer seems feasible to tag medium and large bluefin there.

Since the availability of medium bluefin has been low, most of the recent tagging
in the western Atlantic has been of small and giant fish. Some of the former,
however, have been recaptured after attaining medium or giant size. The data

,
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accumulated since 1954 provide considerable insights into the migratory patterns of
the various size groups in the western Atlantic. It seems obvious, although still
unconfirmed by tag returns, that age 0 bluefin perform fairly long migrations from
their birth places in the Gulf of Mexico and the Straits of Florida (Richards, 1976)
and probably from other spawning areas, to concentrate in or near the Middle
Atlantic Bight (Cape Hatteras to Cape Cod) for feeding during their second summer
of life. Until they reach maturity (about age V, Baglin, 1976) they alternate between
this summer feeding area and a newly identified wintering ground on the continen-
tal slope off the New York Bight and Georges Bank. This area has been at least
partially defined by numerous recaptures in December, January and February of
small or medium bluefin which had been tagged in the coastal feeding area during
previous summers (Mason, Mather and Baglin, 1977; Baglin, Mason, Mather and
Freeman, 1978). Numerous returns show recruitment of small bluefin from the
Middle Atlantic Bight to the fisheries for larger bluefin in the Gulf of Maine, even
after as many as 13 or 14 years at libery (unpublished recently acquired tag
returns). Some of these fish have also, as noted above, been recruited to the Japa-
nese winter longline fishery. One, after six years at liberty, was taken in the
summer longline fishery south of the Grand Banks. Finally, two small bluefin
tagged at ages I and II in the Middle Atlantic Bight during the summer of 1966
were recaptured eight to ten years later as giants in or near the spring spawning
grounds (Richards, 1976). One was recaptured in the Gulf of Mexico in April, 1976
(Baglin, Mason, Mather and Freeman, 1978). The other was recaptured south of
eastern Cuba in April, 1975, but the tag was not returned until November, 1979
(unpublished data).

There has been less tagging of medium bluefin, but offshore releases resulted in
seven recaptures of mediums in the coastal summer fisheries for small and medium
bluefin in the Middle Atlantic Bight and the Gulf of Maine. Two others have been
recaptured in the western Atlantic, one at the edge of continental shelf south of
Cape Cod, and the other, after more than seven years at liberty, as giant in the
sport fishery near Yarmouth, Nova Scotia (FAO, 1972).
The migrations of giant bluefin have been even more extensive. Four giants

tagged off the northwestern Bahamas in May or June have been recaptured in
April, June, and July off the coasts of the northeastern United States and Canada.
These fish were in, or presumably en route to, their summer feeding areas. Two
other giant bluefin released in the Florida Straits in the same season have been
recaptured in the Gulf of Mexico in March and April. Two others have been
recaptured in the western South Atlantic, off Recife, Brazil, in March, and off
Buenos Aires, Argentina, in February (Mather, 1969). Five giant bluefin tagged in
Massachusetts and Cape Cod Bays in July or August have been recaptured in the
Gulf of Mexico in March, April or May (Baglin, Mason, Mather and Freeman, 1978;
personal communication, B. E. Freeman, NMFS). In addition, two giant bluefin
tagged in St. Margarets Bay, Nova Scotia, in June and one tagged in Chaleur Bay,
New Brunswick, in August have been recaptured in the Gulf of Mexico in March
and April (Hurley, Burnett and Dickson, 1979).
These results and distributional data indicate that, for a large part at least,

bluefin spawned in the western Atlantic tend to follow rather well-defined distribu-
tional patterns, according to size of fish (Rivas, 1979):
Age zero fish ( < 3 kg.).—Concentration in the Middle Atlantic Bight during or

soon after the end of their first year of life.
Small fish (3-44 kg.).—Seasonal movements between warm season coastal feeding

area in Middle Atlantic Bight to oceanic wintering area over adjacent continental
slope. In some years, large contingents of these fish cross the Atlantic to the Bay of
Biscay during the cool season.
Medium fish (45-130 kg).—Similar seasonal movements, but sometimes extending

northward into Gulf of Maine and Nova Scotia waters in summer and fall, and
extending much farther east between the Gulf Stream and the Nova Scotia and
Grand Banks in winter. Spawning probably occurs in spring in or close to the Gulf
Stream.
Giant fish (>130 kg).—Much more extensive movements. Summer-fall feeding

range extends from New Jersey to the Gulf of St. Lawrence and Newfoundland.
Winter habitat is extremely large, extending from Bermuda to the Equatorial
Current and sometimes beyond. Spring spawning concentration occurs in the Gulf of
Mexico, and, probably, adjacent parts of the Caribbean and the Atlantic. Northward
spring migration in May and June through the Straits of Florida and in Atlantic
waters east of the Bahamas. The usual destination of these fish probably is the
summer feeding area off New England and Canada, but in some years important
contingents go to Norwegian waters instead.



170

Distributional patterns of bluefin tuna in the eastern Atlantic appear to be
similar to, but more complex than, those in the western Atlantic. Since less tagging
has been done in the former area than the latter, distributional data are more
important in defining these patterns. There are indications that bluefin tuna
spawned in the Mediterranean in spring and early summer move out through the
Straits of Gibraltar to the Atlantic coast of Morocco in the fall (Mather, Mason and
Jones, 1974; Rey, 1978MS). Age 0 bluefin are present in the latter area through the
winter, and move closer to the coast in spring (Furnestin and Dardignac, 1962;
Aloncle; 1964). Tagging, mostly of age I fish, off the Atlantic Moroccan coast in late
spring and summer, has revealed movements southward along this coast in summer,
and northward, bringing the fish to the coast of Portugal in late fall and into the
Bay of Biscay in subsequent summers (Lambeouf, 1975; Brethes; 1979). A small
bluefin released off the southwestern Portuguese coast in June was recaptured in
the Bay of Biscay in August (Aloncle, 1973). Two summer concentrations of small
bluefin occur in the eastern Atlantic. The most important is in the Bay of Biscay,
but these fish also occur in considerable quantities at the same time off the central
coast of Morocco. The wintering area for small bluefin in the eastern Atlantic is not
known, but may be, at least in part, between the Canary Islands and Morocco
(Aloncle, 1964).
Medium bluefin formerly occurred in quantity off the southern coast of Norway

in summer and early fall, but have been rare in that area since 1962 (Hamre, 1971).
Their presence in mid-summer in the Bay of Biscay since 1971 has been documented
(Bard and Cort, 1976). The lack of earlier research in that area leaves it unclear
whether their occurrence in quantity there was continuous, or represented a shift of
habitat from southern Norwegian waters. Long-line fishing extended knowledge of
their occurrence in or near the Bay of Biscay and the Ibero-Moroccan Bay to spring
(Shingu and Hisada, 1976; 1977; 1978). The Portuguese and Spanish trap fisheries,
although mainly dependent on large bluefin, took fair quantities of medium fish in
some years (Vilela and Cadima, 1961; Lozano Cabo, 1958; Rodriguez-Roda, 1964).
Tagging near Cadiz, Spain, of two mediums in May and one in August (Rodriguez-
Roda, 1969) revealed movements from there into various parts of the western
Mediterranean. The recaptures occurred after periods of less than three months at
liberty.
The distribution of giant bluefin in the eastern Atlantic, as far as can be deter-

mined by catch records, also changed drastically during the 1960's. These fish were
formerly taken in considerable quantities in the Ibero-Moroccan Bay. The Portu-
guese and Spanish traps harvested both the "arrival" (pre-spawning) run in May
and June and the "return" (postspawning) run in July and August. These fisheries
have declined to the verge of extinction (Mather, Mason and Jones, 1974). Longline
fisheries, however, have taken considerable catches of giant bluefin in the Ibero-
Moroccan Bay and its approaches in winter and spring (Shingu and Hisada, 1976;
1977; 1978).
Some giant bluefin are taken in the Bay of Biscay in mid summer (Bard, Bessene-

ton, Cendrero and Dao, 1973), but the larger contingents probably move west of the
British Isles, then northward and eastward into north European waters (Le Gall,
1927; 1929; Hamre, 1971).
Giant bluefin formerly occurred in quantity in summer off the coast of Norway

north of Bergen, and in the North Sea in late summer and fall. Since 1962, they
have practically abandoned these habitats. They have changed their Norwegian
summer feeding grounds from the waters north of Bergen to those south of there,
which formerly had been occupied by the medium fish (Hamre, 1971). The bluefin
tuna fishery in the North Sea has disappeared due to the lack of fish (Tiews, 1975).

Six giant or large medium bluefin tagged in Norwegian waters have been recap-
tured in spring off the southern Atlantic coast of Spain (Hamre, 1965). One giant
tagged in the latter area in June was recaptured just inside the Mediterranean in
the subsequent July (Rodt iguez-Roda, 1969). Sella (1929) and Sai-a (1973) hypoth-
esized massive migrations of giant bluefin from the Atlantic into the Mediterranean.
in May-June (prespawning) and back into the Atlantic in July-August (post-spawn-
ing).

Little is known about the winter distribution of giant bluefin. Some have been
taken in that season around the Canary Islands (Santos, 1976; 1977). Longline catch
data (Shingu and Hisada, 1976; 1977; 1978) show scattered winter catches from a
considerable area approximately centered on those islands.
A conjectural and possibly over-simplified distributional pattern for bluefin in the

eastern Atlantic is as follows:
Age zero fish ( < 3 kg).—Concentration (probably including contingents spawned

in the Mediterranean) off the Atlantic coast of Morocco in fall, remaining offshore
in winter, and approaching the coast in spring.
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Small fish (3-44 kg).—Southward movement along Moroccan coast in second
summer, but some fish occur in Bay of Biscay and Ibero-Moroccan Bay. Northward
movement from Morocco late in second summer of life, with minor concentration off
Portugal in fall. Major concentration in Bay of Biscay in third summer, with lesser
concentration off central Moroccan coast at same time. Seasonal movements be-
tween these summer feeding areas and wintering area which is possibly between
Canary Islands and Morocco. This pattern, with variations, may be repeated until
medium size is attained.
Medium fish (45-130kg).—(Patterns after 1962.) Spring occurrence in approaches

to Ibero-Moroccan Bay, where contingents may sporadically join the "arrival" (May-
June) and "return" (July-August) runs of giants into and out of the Mediterranean,
possibly spawning there. Others probably spawn in the Atlantic, but the area is
uncertain. Summer occurrences in the Bay of Biscay and off the central coast of
Morocco. Wintering area: little known, may center around Canary Islands.
Giant bluefin ( < 130 kg).—(Patterns after 1962.) Spring occurrence in approaches

to Ibero-Moroccan Bay. 'Arrival" (May-June) run along shores of Ibero-Moroccan
Bay and into Mediterranean. Spawning mainly in Mediterranean June-July.
"Return" (July-August) run out of Mediterranean and westward along southern
coasts of Spain and Portugal and then northward. Some fish occur in summer in
Bay of Biscay but larger contingent passes west of British Isles and summers off the
coast of Norway south of Bergen. Little is known of fall migrations and wintering
area, which is probably very extensive.

CONCLUSIONS

Partly hypothetical distributional patterns and local and transatlantic movements
of tagged bluefin tuna have been presented. The patterns and migratory tendencies
could be clarified greatly by additional tagging, particularly in the eastern Atlantic,
and by the study of catch and size composition data of oceanic fisheries on finer
temporal and spatial parameters than are presently available. One major deficiency
is in knowledge of how age 0 fish are recruited to the small fish fisheries. Pending
the application of new techniques, it seems that this can only be accomplished by
tagging age 0 fish as close to the time and place of spawning as possible. More
complete knowledge of spawning areas and seasons is also required.
The patterns for eastern and western Atlantic bluefin have some basic similari-

ties, especially if the Caribbean Sea and the Gulf of Mexico are thought of as the
"American Mediterranean" as suggested by Sverdrup, Johnson and Fleming (1942).
Each pattern is a reasonably self contained unit, but the winter ranges of the giant
fish very probably overlap.

Transatlantic mixing has been indicated, but not quantified, by tag returns. The
west-east movement of small bluefin are sufficiently numerous, however, to permit
some tentative deductions. The known movements have not been randomly distrib-
uted among years, or among year classes of fish. Small bluefin have been tagged in
the western Atlantic in every year since 1953, but 31 of the 45 recorded crossings
were made in the period 1965-1967. More strikingly, 38 of the 45 crossings were
made by fish of three consecutive year classes, those of 1963 (four fish), 1964 (23 fish)
and 1965 (11 fish). Since the usual seasonal movements of small bluefin are appar-
ently much less extensive than those of medium and giant fish, it would seem that
some unusual stimulus must trigger these mass movements. They may represent
and extension of apparently normal eastward movement from the warm season
coastal feeding area to the wintering area over the continental slope.
The east-west transatlantic movement of giant bluefin whose times can be deter-

mined have taken place in the warm season (late spring, summer and early fall)
when these fish would normally be feeding heavily in coastal waters. The lack of
feeding opportunity while crossing the ocean results in the lean appearance which
has been noted on their recapture off Norway. Two transatlantic migrants which
were recaptured off Norway about 30 months after they had been released off the
Bahamas were in the same fat condition as the local fish (Mather, 1969). This
indicated that these fish had not crossed the Atlantic in the summer of their
demise, but had crossed in a previous summar and taken up the life style of the
bluefin in the eastern Atlantic. All of this, and the concentration of five of the nine
transatlantic returns in the three year period 1960-1962, show that these crossings
are not part of an annually repeated migratory cycle, but are irregular occurrences
which involve greatly varying numbers of fish in different years. Tiews' (1964)
studies of recruitment of giant bluefin from the western Atlantic into the German
North Sea fishery in the years 1952-1962 bear this out. They show variations in
recruitment from 0 to 39 percent. It seems very likely that these migrations are
influenced by the Gulf Stream system. Migrating bluefin tend to follow favoring
currents (Sella, 1929; Sara, 1973). All of the large bluefin known to have crossed the
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Atlantic including nine giants released in the Straits of Florida and a medium
tagged 400 miles east of Virginia, were tagged in or close to the Gulf Stream system.
Not one of the many large bluefin tagged in American or European coastal waters
is known to have crossed the Atlantic. It is rather surprising that no giant bluefin
are known to have crossed the Atlantic during the winter, when the distributions of
the larger fish in the eastern and western Atlantic probably overlap. If the hypoth-
esis of Gulf Stream influence on west-east transatlantic movement of giant bluefin
is correct, the most probable route for east-west migrations would follow the North
Equatorial Current system. If such migrations do not occur, intermittent losses of
giant bluefin from the western Atlantic to the eastern Atlantic would seem inevita-
ble. The balance of west-east and east-west migrations of small bluefin cannot be
estimated until more information is gained by tagging or other means. Present
indications from tagging are that the great majority of the Atlantic bluefin remain
on one side of the Atlantic or the other.
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STATEMENT OF ALAN MACNOW, TELE-PRESS ASSOCIATES,
PUBLIC RELATIONS COUNSEL TO THE JAPAN FISHERIES AS-
SOCIATION

The CHAIRMAN. Our final witness is Mr. Alan Macnow, Tele-
Press Associates, public relations counsel to the Japan Fisheries
Association.
Mr. Macnow, your entire statement will be printed in the record

at this point.
[The following was received for the record:]

STATEMENT OF ALAN MACNOW, TELE-PRESS ASSOCIATES, PUBLIC RELATIONS
COUNSEL TO THE JAPAN FISHERIES ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my firm is the public relations
counsel to the Japan Fisheries Association.
Congressman Gerry Studds is proposing to attach an amendment to the ICCAT

reauthorization bill which would place bluefin tuna under U.S. authority within the
200-mile Fishery Conservation Zone (FCZ). A careful study of this proposal, though,
reveals that it would not provide for conservation of the species, but would open the
door to heavy exploitation of the resource, exploitation which would be both detri-
mental to the resource and, ultimately, U.S. fisherman.
All species of tunas, along with most billfishes and sharks, are highly migratory

and belong to no single country. This has been repeatedly stated by marine scien-
tists. It has been repeatedly acknowledged at the United Nations Law of the Sea
Conference, and by the formation, through international conventions, of a number
of multi-nation commissions which regulate the fishing for tunas throughout the
world. Some of these international commissions are the Inter-American Tropical
Tuna Commission (LATTC), the International Convention for the Conservation of
Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT), and the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission.
As the world's largest consumer of tuna, the United States has a compelling

interest in both the conservation and utilization of this important food fish. For
while the United States consumes 42 percent of the world's supply of tuna, its large
and efficient tuna fleet can only harvest about 40 percent of the 1.5 billion pounds
of tuna consumed annually by Americans. Some 900 million pounds of tuna had to
be imported into the United States last year, at a cost of $327 million, to satisfy
American demand for this fish. Tuna accounts for 25 percent of total U.S. food fish
consumption, and consumption of the fish increased by 14 percent between 1977 and
1978.
If the United States were to depend for its tuna supply on only these tunas found

within 200 miles of its coasts, it would only be able to obtain between three to five
percent of its needs. Moreover, as tuna accounts for one out of every four dollars
earned by American fishermen for the catch of fin fish, the loss of foreign tuna
fishing grounds would be a sharp blow to U.S. fishing income and employment.

Conversely, imports would have to increase, at a cost of nearly $300 million added
to the nation's trade deficit.
From a long term point of view, the problem of the United States is not only how

to ensure access to the resources, but also how to prevent other countries, which see
tuna only as a source of wealth, from depleting the stocks through intensive over-
exploitation. Without effective international regulation of the catch, tunas will be
forced to run a deadly gantlet through the 200-mile zones of country after country,
each intent on maximizing its own catch. And those which swim outside of the
coastal zones will find pelagic fleets waiting for them.

Unfortunately, the history of U.S. exploitation, until recent years, has not been a
model for other countries to follow. Thoughout the 1960's and into the 1970's, U.S.
sports and commercial fishermen on the Atlantic coast took a heavy toll of juvenile
bluefin tuna, allowing only a small percentage to survive to spawning age. Only
after repeated warnings from the scientists of the many countries which make up
ICCAT, and after it became clearly apparent that the stock was in deep trouble, did
the United States finally agree to limit the catch of juveniles and prohibit the catch
of the very young and the sexually maturing bluefins.
Happily, the United States last year again revised its regulations to take some of

the pressure off of the juvenile bluefins, by switching fishing effort to the more
abundant, and more profitable, giant bluefin tunas.
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CAN INTERNATIONAL REGULATION BE EFFECTIVE?

A great deal of criticism has been leveled by Americans against international

fisheries conservation commissions such as ICCAT. Most of it, I believe has been

self-serving and unjustified.
It is true that international conservation commissions are often slow to react to

overfishing, and often make unsatisfactory compromises in favor of the fishermen

rather than the fish. However, the same can be said of many state and federal

fisheries conservation efforts. The bottom line, though, is can any single nation do a

better job? In regard to highly migratory species, I am afraid the answer is: "No."

ICCAT, for all its limitations, has done a fairly credible job in restraining the

over-exploitation of bluefin tuna by recommending restrictions on catch or fishing

efforts to levels no greater than those prevailing in 1974-75. It also has prohibited

the catch of undersized tuna, not only for bluefins but for other species as well.
Americans involved in fishing for bluefin tunas have criticized ICCAT for recom-

mending limitations at 1974-75 levels, though this originally was an American
proposal. With the support of Canada, the U.S. ICCAT delegation tried to introduce

a five-year averaging concept which, given the massive American catches of juvenile

bluefins in 1970 and 1971, would have allowed the U.S. a higher take than at

present. ICCAT, I believe, showed itself to be responsible by turning down this

proposal.
Now, those who want to more heavily exploit bluefins are trying to convince this

body that Atlantic bluefin tuna management should be divided into two manage-

ment systems: one for the western side of the Atlantic and the other for the eastern.
To support this contention, those people are trying to prove that Atlantic bluefins
are divided into two stocks, an eastern stock and a western stock.
The scientists at NMFS and ICCAT so far have found no evidence to support this

theory, especially in view of the fact that there is much evidence to support a one
stock theory. This evidence includes the facts that: (1) bluefin tunas tagged in the
United States have been recovered off Norway, the Bay of Biscay and other Europe-
an coastal waters; (2) changes in abundance in the stocks appear almost simulta-
neously on both sides of the Atlantic; and (3) there appear to be no morphological
differences in the fish on both sides of the Atlantic.
Added to this, only a few years ago scientists at the NMFS Miami Laboratory

reported that while juvenile bluefins migrate up and down the North American
coasts, about half of the giant bluefin tunas migrating up the coast from the Gulf of
Mexico seemed to turn away past bimini and headed eastward into the open
Atlantic. And of 17 giant bluefins recovered from tagging releases in the Bahamas,
9 were recovered off the coast of Norway, 2 off of South America and only 4 off the
Atlantic coast of the U.S.
The only evidence I have seen to support a two-stock theory was based upon the

contention that most tagged bluefins are caught by Amerians or Canadians along
the north American coast. These tag recoveries, however, were of small fish, which
may confine their migrations to smaller areas. Significantly, however, two small
bluefins tagged in 1977 off New England were recovered in the Bay of Biscay by
French fishermen in 1978.

ARE BLUEFINS OVERFISHED?

In 1974, scientists from the 14 nations which then composed ICCAT were con-
cerned that the annual catches of North Atlantic bluefin tuna had dropped from
around 35,000 metric tons in the mid-1960's to around 13,000 MT in 1973. Of
particular concern was the fact that cohort analysis indicated that there was very
high fishing mortality on young fish, which appeared likely to severely affect the
future size of spawning stocks. The prospect of a failure in the spawning stock
alarmed everyone concerned with bluefin tunas, including conservationist groups.
This frightening prospect was compounded by the release in 1975 of a bluefin

cohort analysis by Drs. Beardsley and Parks of the NMFS Miami Laboratory, which
estimated that only about 9,000 giant bluefin tunas were left in the Atlantic.
Dr. Frank Mather of Woods Hole apparently used these data as the basis for a

paper which predicted the extinction of bluefin tunas by 1985. As a result, the issue
was picked up by conservation groups and made into a major campaign, alarming
people far and wide over the plight of the bluefin tuna.
In the meantime, whole exaggerated reports of the plight of the bluefin tuna were

being circulated, catch levels recovered and rose to 22,405 MT in 1974 and 25,758
MT in 1975. In 1976, ICCAT's conservation recommendations went into effect, but
before they could be fully applied, catches totaled 26,715 MT. Further application of
ICCAT's conservation recommendations reduced catches to 24,806 MT in 1977.
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In November, 1977, the Scientific and Statistical Committee of ICCAT reported:
"The apparent trend in decreasing recruitment up to 1972 has not been confirmed
by later data, and there certainly has not been any recruitment failure."
In the same year, Japanese scientists reported that their latest analysis of bluefin

tuna populations indicated that there were at least 150,000 to 250,000 giant bluefins
in the Atlantic, or at least far more than the 9,000 that Beardsley and Parks had
estimated. In 1978, an NMFS scientist, Dr. M. L. Parrack, confirmed this fact and
estimated that the giant bluefin population in the Atlantic numbered from 200,000
to 400,000.
At present, ICCAT scientists are still cautious about the condition of the stocks,

but there is general agreement that the conservation recommendations are having a
positive effect upon escapement of the smaller fish for recruitment into the spawn-
ing stock.
The low recovery rate of tagged small bluefins may also suggest that a significant

escapement is now taking place.

ARE BILLFISH OVERFISHED?

One of the arguments most frequently advanced for placing tuna under U.S.
conservation authority is that such an action would stop foreign fishing for tuna in
the FCZ, and with it their incidental catch of billfish.

I believe this argument is wrong on two counts. First, placing bluefin tuna under
U.S. authority would not stop foreign fishing for tuna in the FCZ.
In the case of Congressman Studds' bill, fishing for other species of tuna would

still be exempt from U.S. management authority.
As these species constitute about 75 percent of the Japanese fishermen's tuna

catch in the FCZ, the effect on the incidental catch of billfish is likely to be
minimal.

Billfish are just as highly migratory as tunas. The fact that they are currently
under U.S. management authority has less to do with whether their conservation
can be managed by a single nation than with the political power of the recreational
fishermen who wanted to reserve these fish for their pleasure.

I think it is significant that the FCMA clearly states that: "The exclusive fishery
management authority of the United States shall not include, nor shall it be
construed to extend to, highly migratory species of fish." (Emphasis added.) Then, as
a loophole in the Act for the benefit of the recreational fishing lobby, "Highly
migratory species of fish" is defined only as tuna.
The fact is that 85 percent of the billfish caught in the North Atlantic are caught

outside of the FCZ. So whether the catch of billfish inside the FCZ is increased or
decreased will have little effect upon the stocks. Conservation, therefore, is irrele-
vant to the management plan. The real reason for the existence of a management
plan is exploitation—American exploitation—of the billfish resources. The recre-
ational fishing lobbies wanted to "enhance the recreational experience of American
sports fishermen" by maximizing the number of billfish available to American
fishermen. And they got what they wanted.
Under the current management plan, foreign tuna fishermen in the FCZ are not

allowed to retain any billfish accidently hooked while fishing for tuna. They must
cut the billfish loose at the waterline with a minimum of injury, even if the billfish
are dead when brought alongside the fishing vessel.
Speaking for myself, I am of two minds about this. On the one hand, I believe that

American recreational fishermen should have the opportunity to catch as much fish
as they can use, consistent with conservation requirements. On the other hand, I
hate to see fish wasted when they can be utilized by somebody for food. I am in
favor of cutting loose a live fish so that another fisherman can enjoy the experience
of catching a billfish. But the requirement to cut loose a dead fish is a terrible waste
in this protein-short age.

I think that there is no doubt that the Atlantic billfish management plan has
succeeded in providing greater access to billfish in the FCZ to American recreation-
al fishermen. Before the FCMA, during the period 1970 to 1974, an average of 6,000
billfish per year were caught in the Gulf of Mexico FCZ incidentally to the catch of
tuna. In the one year since implementation of the Preliminary Management Plan,
that mortality was reduced by 57 percent to only 2,630 fish. Last year the incidental
catch of billfish was less than 2,000 fish.
Last year, in an effort to reduce billfish mortality even more, the Japanese tuna

fishermen voluntarily changed their fishing strategy in the Gulf. As billfish mortal-
ity incidental to catching tuna is highest in the summer months when billfish are
most abundant in the Gulf, the Japanese decided to complete their bluefish tuna
fishing by the end of April instead of by the end of June, as in previous years. They
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also voluntarily reduced the number of their yellowfin tuna fishing vessels to five

and limited their fishing to two months, June and July.
The effect of all this is that American recreational fishermen are being given

greater access to the billfish which swim through the FCZ. The mortality of billfish

resulting from foreign fishing for tuna last year amounted to less than 10 percent of

the American Atlantic billfish catch. Excluding swordfish, it amounted to about 4

percent of the U.S. catch. Either way, it does not have significant impact upon

either American recreational fishermen, or commercial swordfishermen, or upon

the condition of the stocks.

MANAGEMENT DEMAND BASED ON EXPLOITATION, NOT CONSERVATION

In view of the fact that neither the Japanese catch of bluefin tuna in the FCZ, nor

the incidental catch of billfish, can have any significant effect on the conservation of

these species, why then the pressure to bring tunas under U.S. management author-

ity?
The only real reason appears to be that some groups of American fishermen want

those fish which the Japanese are now harvesting, particularly the giant bluefin

tunas.
Bluefin tuna has become a big money fish. A recent study done for the Common-

wealth of Massachusetts indicated that the sale of giant bluefin tunas is currently
bringing Massachusetts fishermen about $7 million a year. Each giant fish, sold to
buyers for shipment to the Japanese market, can bring from $1,500 to $2,000.

That's why the East Coast fishermen, commercial and recreational fishermen
alike, are chafing under U.S. catch limitations of only 3,500 fish.
There is really no limit on the number of giant bluefin tunas that can be caught

by recreational fishermen. Recreational fishermen can catch as many as they like,
providing the fish are tagged and released. But the big money offered for giant
bluefin tunas has turned their catch by recreational fishermen from a sport into a
business.

It is little wonder that these fishermen look at the Japanese catching 8,000 giant
bluefins, and ask indignantly why these fish cannot be theirs. They think that if the
Japanese were pushed out of the FCZ, they can then get these fish.
What they fail to realize, through, is that both the United States and Japan, as

members of ICCAT, are under the same kind of conservation restraints. The United
States is committed to keeping its bluefin tuna catches down to 1974-75 levels, as is
Japan. So even if Japan were pushed out of the FCZ, the United States could not
increase the quota for its fishermen without undermining the ICCAT conservation
regime.
Last year the NMFS increased the quota for giant bluefin tunas by 1,000 fish.

This was done, however, by reducing the quota on juvenile bluefin tunas, so that the
full quota for both small and giant fish does not exceed the 2,200 short tons which
were caught by American fishermen in the 1974-75 period.

If the United States were to place bluefin tuna under its management authority,
and then were pressured into setting the allowable catch for domestic fishermen at
levels equal to the current total giant bluefin catch by both Japanese and Ameri-
cans, the U.S. catch would then greatly exceed ICCAT's recommendations and
would violate ICCAT's conservation program. If the United States will not accept
ICCAT's constraints, then it is hardly likely that other countries would either, and
all will seek similar increases. This could easily lead to the dissolution of ICCAT
and dangerous over-exploitation of the Atlantic bluefin tuna resources.
Another unforeseen consequence of undermining ICCAT would be the probable

entry of countries such as Cuba, the Bahamas, Mexico and Venezuela into the giant
bluefin fishery. ICCAT's injunctions against increasing the catch of bluefins so far
have restrained these nations. But if these injunctions were violated, or if ICCAT
fell apart, there would be no restraints. Cuba, the Bahamas, Mexico and Venezuela
are just as eager to sell giant bluefins to Japan as the New England fishermen are,
and unrestricted bluefin fishing by those countries could wipe out most of the
migrating fish before they enter the FCZ.

THE SITUATION IS STABLE NOW, THERE IS NO NEED FOR A CHANGE

Currently, the Atlantic bluefin situation is stable. American fishermen are enjoy-
ing profitable returns from selling giant bluefin tunas to Japan, ICCAT's conserva-
tion regime is providing for the rebuilding of a bigger spawning stock, and Japan's
tuna fishermen in the FCZ hav€ developed a voluntary program to help maximize
U.S. catches of bluefin tunas and oillfish.
Under this voluntary program, the Japanese tuna industry reduced its catch of

giant bluefins in the Gulf of Mexico from around 10,000 fish in 1976 to some 8,000
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fish in 1978, 1979, and 1980, a 20 percent reduction. The number of tuna fishing
vessels also were reduced from around 36 to no more than 24.
For 1980, the Japanese tuna industry voluntarily cut its fishing effort even more,

by reducing the number of tuna vessels in the Gulf during June and July to only
five vessels.

All of this was done to allow more bluefins and billfish to escape so that they
could possibly be caught by Americans. In addition, the Japanese adopted a set of
operational guidelines which call for their tuna vessels to avoid setting their fishing
gear in areas which appear to have large concentrations of billfish. They will also
avoid fishing near tournament areas when fishing tournaments are in progress.
Progress also is being made in providing for the escapement of small bluefins so

that they can grow to replenish the spawning stocks. As noted earlier, the United
States has proposed to reduce quotas on the small fish, of which from 30,000 to
80,000 were taken annually. It has been estimated that Canada annually takes
about 30,000 of the small bluefins and Japan about 10,000 to 12,000.
ICCAT now is studying whether a conservation regime is needed for billfish.

There is general agreement that ICCAT should be responsible for billfish as well as
for tunas.
As for gear conflicts between the Japanese tuna fishermen and American com-

mercial fishermen, action was taken on this front, too. Under their voluntary
guidelines, which are to be adopted on July 1, the Japanese tuna fishermen agreed
to stay at least one mile away from American fixed fishing gear at all times. This
year, however, there were conflicts with Gulf of Mexico fishermen who stepped up
their swordfishing in the same areas in which the Japanese were fishing for tuna.
This was unexpected and neither side know how to cope with the situation. Howev-
er, I have discussed the matter with both sides and believe an amicable accommoda-
tion can be worked out before next year's fishing season.

I do not believe that passage of legislation to bring tuna under U.S. management
authority could substantially improve what is being done now to maximize Ameri-
can access to tuna and billfish, and provide for the conservation of the species. On
the other hand, passage of such a bill would destroy international conservation
efforts, encourage fishermen from Cuba and other countries to compete with Ameri-
cans for this rich resource, and impair America's ability to obtain enough tuna to
meet the needs of its consumers, canneries and tuna fishing fleet.
I hope that Congress in its wisdom will make the right decision and leave the

tuna provision in the FCMA as it is.
Thank you for your consideration of these issues.

Mr. MACNOW. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I will make this very
brief. I know the hour is getting very late. My name is Alan
Macnow. I am the public relations counsel for the Japan Fisheries
Association.
[Mr. Anderson assumes the Chair.]
The statement that I have submitted carries most of the facts of

the situation, including the fact that there was a significant scare
over the abundance of bluefin tuna some years ago. As a result of
that, ICCAT instituted conservation recommendations which are
followed by Japan and all the other members of ICCAT.
Under these conservation recommendations the Japanese limit

their catch of bluefin tuna in the North Atlantic to 4,500 metric
tons, plus a 10 percent by-catch allowance. Their catch of bluefin
tuna of 4,500 tons is from all over the North Atlantic.
I wasn't here before, but you might have seen charts which

indicate the pattern of their fishing, and indicate just where their
catches were made. This is data available to ICCAT and it has been
charted, I think, in five-degree squares, and it indicates a pattern
of migration of bluefin tuna which goes right across the Atlantic.
The Japanese were the ones who discovered the stock of giant

bluefin tuna in the Gulf of Mexico. Before that it wasn't even
known that bluefin tuna, giant bluefin tuna, came into the Gulf of
Mexico. And the Japanese started to come in I think 1973, 1974.
Mr. ANDERSON. When did they discover it?
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Mr. MACNOW. About 1973 or 1974. And they discovered that
there were significant quantities there, and they set to harvesting
them. There was no American fishery for bluefin tunas down
there. An occasional bluefin, I think, was caught by sports fisher-
men. There was no commercial fishing for bluefin tuna.

It might interest you that the Japanese also, through their fish-
ing around the world, have indicated that there is another area for
spawning besides the Gulf of Mexico; and that is off the coast of
Venezuela. And fish from the coast of Venezuela, they spawn
there, the young apparently come up the coast—some of them go
right across the Atlantic, others head in a southerly direction.
But the Gulf of Mexico is not the only spawning area; it is one

spawning area.
And the Japanese have limited their catch in the Gulf of Mexico.

In 1976 they were catching 10,000 of the giant fish there; by 1978
they had voluntarily agreed to lower their catch to 8,000 giant fish,
and they have kept their catch at that level ever since.
This year they fished in the area from January to April 2. They

reported that there was great abundance of giant bluefin in the
Gulf of Mexico this year. Generally, they finish catching the 8,000
fish by the end of April or the 15th of May. This year they caught
the 8,000 fish by April 2, fully a month earlier than they generally
catch it. They are reporting a larger abundance of giant bluefin
tuna. And this, I think, is reflected in the catch this year, in which
the same number of fish were caught as were caught last year and
the year before, but in 1 month's less time. The number of boats
has remained the same; they have limited their vessels to no more
than 24 in that fishery—they won't increase it. In the summertime
they voluntarily agreed to limit the number of vessels to five in the
Gulf of Mexico and to fish only for 2 months, only for June and
July. They get out of the area right after July, and they are not in
the Gulf of Mexico any time after that, even though there is still
tuna there.

Bluefin tuna is not the only fish that they catch in the Gulf of
Mexico in the winter fishery—that is, the January through April
fishery. The last statistics I saw running January through the end
of March, the Japanese had caught something like 24,000 fish of all
types—tuna fish of all types. Of this, bluefin tuna at that point
were almost 8,000. So that means, if my arithmetic is correct—and
I don't think it is at this hour—about 14,000 of the fish were other
types of tuna, like yellowfin, bigeye, and 8,000 of the fish were
bluefin tunas.
The Japanese after they leave the Gulf of Mexico generally go

down off the coast of Africa or South America and catch tunas.
These vessels are out for 14 months from their home base. Then at
the end of summer and the beginning of winter, they enter the
North Atlantic fisheries, and they fish for tuna again off Georges
Banks. Most of their catch is caught outside the 200-mile zone;
some of it is caught inside the 200-mile zone, again talking of
bluefin tunas.
Their catch in those areas is considerably less than about 3,000

tons in all the rest of the North Atlantic in that period.
The United States has set itself a quota, based on 1974-75 catch

levels, and translated that into a number of the fish. This means
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that American fishermen can catch 3,000 giant bluefin tunas-
3,500, I believe that is, giant bluefin tunas, and the rest of the fish
to fill out the quota are generally small tunas, school tunas. It is
estimated that the U.S. fishermen catch 40,000 of the small
tunas—these are 40,000 fish that if left alone would grow up to
spawn and then to become the big giant tuna which are so valuable
in the Japanese markets.
Japanese scientists a couple of years ago evaluated—they as-

sessed the number of bluefin tunas in the North Atlantic. They
came up with a figure of from 150,000 giants to about 200,000
giants. Japanese data was later reassessed by American scientists,
who indicate there is something like 250,000 giant tuna in the
Atlantic.
So, as you can see, the number of these giants that are being

caught, if these assessments are correct, is a very small percentage
of the population.

That's about all I would like to say about that.
I see in some of the testimony that went on before I got here that

Mr. Frank Carlton, president of the National Coalition for Marine
Conservation, had a statement here on page 13 in which he says
"There is at present absolutely no provision under U.S. manage-
ment for any, not one, giant tuna to be caught by U.S. fishermen in
the Gulf of Mexico." That is an obviously incorrect statement.
Under U.S. Government regulations, even though there have

been very few giant bluefin tunas caught by Americans in the Gulf
of Mexico and in the South Atlantic fishery, there is a provision for
300 fish to be caught below Cape Cod, I believe it is, and that
includes all the waters down to Florida and into the Gulf of
Mexico. So there is some allowance.
Last week I attended a bluefin tuna hearing in Fort Pierce, Fla.,

and there some 40 very irate fishermen, belonging to the Southern
Offshore Fishermen's Association. They were very irate because
their share of the total allowable catch under U.S. regulations was
so small, only 300 fish out of some 3,500 that are allocated. The
people in New England get 3,200. The whole area I think south of
Cape Cod, if that is the dividing point, gets about 300, including
right down into the Gulf of Mexico.
I understood that those fishermen had reason to be very annoyed

at the way the split was. But this is not something they can blame
on the Japanese. This is the way it was set up under American
regulation.
I do feel, and my clients in Japan feel, that the stock of bluefin

tuna has been recovering since 1976, when ICCAT's recommenda-
tions were put into effect. From purely, I guess, anecdotal evidence
at this point, the fact that these fishermen, Japanese fishermen,
tell me that they caught their 8,000 fish in a very short period of
time, and that the gulf is swarming with bluefin tunas, and the
same reports from the members of the Southern Offshore Fisher-
men's Association, these American longline fishermen who were
down there trying to get some of the bluefin tunas, but who were
restricted by American regulations, which only allocated them 300
or less—this type of evidence, while not really scientific, indicates
that there was a greater abundance of bluefin tunas down there
this year. I think it would be important for scientists to catch up a
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little bit with what's going on now. Most of their population esti-
mates are at least based on last year's catch, and since for the last
year their estimates are very inaccurate, the estimates actually
reflect stock conditions 2 or 3 years ago. If the scientists here and
in Japan would get together and come up with a better estimate
which would possibly allow for an increase in the catch limits
through ICCAT, this may very well be a means to insure Ameri-
cans of getting the larger catch that the fishermen seem to want.
I don't know. I can't say, because I am not a scientist, whether

the stock has increased. But I would like to point out to you this
evidence from the fishermen, and indicate that it might be worth-
while to get a more updated stock assessment, and then try to
work from there through ICCAT to increase the quotas for the
American fishermen.
I think that my clients, who have tried very hard to accommo-

date American fishermen in all respects, including cutting down on
the time and the number of vessels that they have in the 200-mile
zone, might be willing to keep their catch at current levels and
allow the American catch to increase through ICCAT. I would like
very much to see if we could work out something like that.
I would like to answer any questions that you might have.
Mr. ANDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Macnow. As you know, Japan

has shifted its bluefin tuna operations from the eastern Atlantic to
the western Atlantic.
How many countries have objected to this shift in operations and

what has been the reaction of Japan to such objections?
Mr. MACNOW. How many countries have objected?
Mr. ANDERSON. Yes.
Mr. MACNOW. The United States objected.
Mr. ANDERSON. Only the United States?
Mr. MACNOW. As far as I know. Canada, which generally follows

the United States at ICCAT, might have put in the objection, but I
don't know, I really don't.
Mr. ANDERSON. Do you believe there are one, two, or three stocks

of bluefin tuna?
Mr. MACNOW. I believe there is one stock of bluefin tuna.
Mr. ANDERSON. The places that they spawn, then, are: Venezu-

ela, the gulf and--
Mr. MACNOW. Well, that is what is known so far. There may be

more places where they spawn.
Mr. ANDERSON. Do you believe the shift in Japan's operations

from the eastern Atlantic has had an effect on the bluefin tuna
stocks in the 200-mile zone in the United States?
Mr. MACNOW. No, sir, I do not. I don't think there is any evi-

dence of that at all. As a matter of fact, there seems to be more of
the young fish in the waters now; certainly from this past season's
fishing there seem to be more of the older fish in the waters now
than there were just a few years ago.
I think a very beneficial thing to the American fishery has been

the fact that the fishing has shifted, the American fishing has
shifted from the smaller fish to the larger fish, allowing greater
escapement of the smaller fish to get to the breeding sizes. And
that has had a beneficial effect on the stock.
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Mr. ANDERSON. With a view toward trying to be cooperative in
protecting and rebuilding the western Atlantic bluefin stock, do
you think that Japan would agree either to refrain from taking
any bluefin tuna for a year or two, or, to shift part of its operations
back to the eastern Atlantic, or to reduce by half its recent level of
harvest in the western Atlantic?
Mr. MACNOW. I think that without evidence that there is any

reason to have a moratorium—and I don't think any evidence has
been shown that stocks are in trouble or the fish are in trouble or
that the stocks could be rebuilt at any faster rate with a moratori-
um, I am sure that the Japanese would be very reluctant to engage
in a moratorium.
As for shifting effort back to the other side, I believe some of it

has been shifted back, and I know some of it has been shifted—
because they did lower their effort in the Gulf of Mexico, and they
did shift effort.
Mr. ANDERSON. They didn't reduce their catch very much, did

they? I think you said 10,000.
Mr. MACNOW. Well, it used to be 36 vessels in the fishery, now

they have dropped it down to 24. There are other vessels which are
not fishing there, are fishing again off the coast of Europe or South
America, and the coast of Africa. They have shifted effort.
Mr. ANDERSON. I think the figures you gave, you said in 1976 it

was 10,000--
Mr. MACNOW. Fish.
Mr. ANDERSON. In 1978 it was 8,000, and I understand in 1979 it

was 9,000.
Mr. MACNOW. No, sir, it was 8,000. It's been 8,000 since 1978.
Mr. ANDERSON. I've been told there was 9,000 caught this year.
Mr. MACNOW. 9,000 caught this year? 1980? I was in Japan April

2 when we got the radio word that they were coming up on the
8,000th fish, and that they told me that they would leave—we got a
Telex in—they would leave by April 2.
So I am not aware if they caught more than that.
Mr. ANDERSON. If Japan is unable to fish for bluefin tuna within

our 200-mile fishery zone, what effect would that have on Japanese
longline tuna operations and on the bluefin tuna stocks in general?
Mr. MACNOW. I don't think it would have any effect on the

bluefin tuna stocks in general. If the United States declared a 200-
mile-limit jurisdiction over bluefin tuna, and then raised the
amount of fish which its own fishermen could catch above those
levels which are recommended by ICCAT, I think every other
nation which belongs to ICCAT, and those which don't, are going to
want to take those giant fish with the object of marketing them in
Japan. And I think that is going to wipe out the bluefin tuna stock.
I see this simply as that. As the tuna passes every country, from
Venezuela on to the coast of Mexico, past Cuba, along the Baha-
mas—all of these people are going to be fishing hard for the dollars
that everybody wants by selling this fish to Japan.
And I don't see much hope for the fish if this happens. The fish

were in trouble before; they can be again if there is overfishing.
Mr. ANDERSON. You heard earlier a suggestion made by the

chairman to perhaps put an observer on each of the Japanese
fishing vessels. What would your reaction be to that?
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Mr. MACNOW. I think the Japanese captains would agree to that.
Mr. ANDERSON. There was another suggestion, I believe, about

voluntary refraining from fishing in the Gulf of Mexico during this
spawning season. There seems to be some feeling that this is some-
thing that should be done on a voluntary basis.
Mr. MACNOW. On a scientific basis, it really makes no difference

at all whether you take the fish before it spawns or after it spawns.
If you take it before it spawns, then you can't take it before it
spawns some place else out in the Atlantic; that fish is not availa-
ble for spawning. If you take it when it spawns—well, they don't
take it when it spawns. If you take it after it spawns, that fish is
not available to spawn next year.

Scientists really feel that there is no difference when the fish is
taken. Once the fish is taken, it's removed from the fishery. And
when you are dealing with fish like giant tuna, where each fish
releases millions of eggs, generally the yields from these millions of
eggs of even from a few fish are—have a better chance of survival
perhaps, because fish eat other fish, tunas eat other tunas—the big
bluefins eat the little bluefins when they are in the baby form. And
if there is too big a population of spawners, they are going to eat a
lot of the eggs and a lot of the small fish. Too small a population of
spawners may be trouble getting enough eggs out. There is a
middle range there in spawning fish which would produce the
optimum number of eggs and the optimum number of live fish that
would continue to grow and move through the fishery from year to
year
The Japanese, as I told you, said there were over 150,000 spawn-

ing fish. Of these fish 8,000—I'm sorry, 150,000 giant bluefin, not
spawning giants. A total of 8,000 fish taken in the Gulf of Mexico is
not a significant percentage of that stock, and does not seem that it
will have any effect on the rebuilding of the stock, considering the
fact that there are so many millions of eggs that come from each
fish.
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Macnow, I want to thank you. Unless you

have something further to say, I want to express our appreciation
for your appearance here.
Mr. MACNOW. Thank you for allowing me to come here to testify

to you.
Mr. ANDERSON. Thank you. The hearing, then, is completed at

this time.
[The committee adjourned at 6:51 p.m.]
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